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(1)

THE SECTION 8 HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM: 

PROMOTING DECENT AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING FOR FAMILIES AND 

INDIVIDUALS WHO RENT—DAY 1

Thursday, May 22, 2003

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND 

COMMUNITY OPPORTUNITY, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES, 

Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:03 p.m., in Room 

2128, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Robert Ney [chairman 
of the subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Ney, Green, Tiberi, Harris, Waters, 
Velazquez, Carson, Lee, Sanders, Watt, Clay, Miller, and Davis. 

Chairman NEY. [Presiding.] Today, the subcommittee will hold 
the first in a series of hearings to examine the current operation 
and administration of the Section 8 housing choice voucher pro-
gram and to review various proposals intended to make the pro-
gram more efficient and cost-effective. 

The Section 8 housing assistance program was authorized under 
Section 8 of the U.S. Housing Act of 1937. It is a major vehicle pro-
viding rental assistance to low-income families and individuals 
commonly referred to as the Section 8 voucher program. It is the 
largest program in the Federal government that subsidizes the 
housing costs of low-income households. It is administered Feder-
ally by HUD, but is managed locally by the public housing authori-
ties, also known as PHAs. 

For fiscal year 2003, over $12 billion was provided for the vouch-
er program, accounting for more than one-third of the HUD discre-
tionary budget. Through the housing choice voucher program, eligi-
ble families can receive subsidies called vouchers to reduce their 
rent in housing units owned by private landlords. This is different 
from the public housing program which allows eligible families to 
move into low-rent housing units owned by the Federal govern-
ment. Over the years, the program has often been criticized for its 
inefficiency. More than $1 billion are recaptured from the program 
every year despite long waiting lists for vouchers in many commu-
nities. The rising cost of the Section 8 program and some of the ad-
ministrative concerns have caused many in Congress and the Ad-
ministration to conclude that the program is in need of reform. The 
omnibus appropriations bill for 2003 adopted proposals to address 

VerDate 0ct 09 2002 10:09 Jun 29, 2004 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 G:\DOCS\88663.TXT FIN1 PsN: MICAH



2

the rising costs of the Section 8 program. Provisions were included 
that for the first time base the appropriation for Section 8 renewal 
program on the total amount necessary to renew all housing units 
currently under lease, rather than on the baseline number of units 
allotted to each public housing authority. The rationale for this 
change was that there have been no significant improvements in 
the utilization rate of these funds for the last five years. The omni-
bus bill also created a central reserve fund that the PHAs can use 
to supplement the rental subsidy costs of vouchers not reflected in 
their annual financial statements. This will allow the PHAs to 
lease up to their baseline levels if possible. 

In its fiscal year 2004 budget proposal, the administration pro-
posed converting the Section 8 housing choice voucher program into 
a State-administered block grant. This legislation would dramati-
cally change the way the Section 8 voucher program is funded and 
operated. The administration’s proposal would convert the Section 
8 tenant-based voucher program and the Section 8 project-based 
voucher program to a State-run block grant called Housing Assist-
ance for Needing Families, HANF. While I recognize, as the admin-
istration does, that we have to constantly seek ways to improve 
America’s communities and strengthen housing opportunities for 
all citizens, particularly for our poor, I also recognize the issue of 
reforming Section 8 is a contentious one. 

However, it is an issue that I do believe deserves debate and a 
sustained debate, so all interested parties should and shall be 
heard. To that end, beginning today, I intend to hold a series of 
hearings on the overall Section 8 program and the administration’s 
HANF proposal, receiving testimony from groups and individuals 
across the spectrum. This is a very important discussion and is one 
that I will be fully engaged with in the days ahead. 

With us today to discuss the administration’s view is Mr. Michael 
Liu, Assistant Secretary for Public and Indian housing at HUD. 
The administration has put forth a sweeping proposal, and without 
objection I would like to be lenient with the allotted amount of time 
for testimony today to give the assistant secretary the opportunity 
to explain the administration’s proposal. I have also introduced a 
bill by request in the administration on dealing with the issue. 

With that, I would see if we have comments from our ranking 
member. 

Ms. WATERS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I certainly 
appreciate this hearing that you have organized. 

The housing choice voucher program, commonly referred to as 
Section 8, named after the section of the U.S. Housing Act that au-
thorized it, is the largest Federal low-income housing assistance 
program. The Section 8 voucher program currently serves about 
two million families at an annual cost of over $12 billion. Some 
2,600 housing agencies, mostly local, administer the program. H.R. 
1841, HANF, Housing Assistance to Needy Families, your bill, 
would convert the Section 8 voucher program to a block grant, 
transferring its administration to the 50 States, and giving them 
discretion over allocation of funds. 

Directly or indirectly, Section 8 supports over four million apart-
ments. Roughly one in seven renters nationwide benefit from some 
form of Section 8 assistance. Of the four million Section 8 house-

VerDate 0ct 09 2002 10:09 Jun 29, 2004 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 G:\DOCS\88663.TXT FIN1 PsN: MICAH



3

holds, about 35 percent, 1.4 million, have portable vouchers. The 
HANF proposal would fundamentally change the Federal funding 
systems for tenant-based housing assistance from one based on ac-
tual cost to a block grant that simply distributes Federal appro-
priations among States. One of the Stated goals of the administra-
tion for HANF is to improve the under utilization of the Section 8 
program. However, with the recent passage of HUD’s funding year 
2003 budget, block granting the program to States for this reason 
is unnecessary, as the problem of under utilized vouchers has al-
ready been addressed. The budget provides only enough funds to 
ensure that every family currently assisted under the program will 
continue to be assisted, rather than continuing the policy of fund-
ing all vouchers, even if they are not being used. 

Senate VA-HUD Appropriations Subcommittee Chairman Kit 
Bond, in a Statement at a March 6, 2003 subcommittee hearing, 
said, and I quote, in my opinion, HANF is premature. The VA-
HUD funding 2003 appropriations bill created a new funding struc-
ture for Section 8. Vouchers where public housing authorities re-
ceive the funding for all vouchers in use and for any vouchers that 
can be used up to a PHAs authorized level. This funding approach 
should result in a more realistic assessment of Section 8 funding 
needs, and reduce the need to go through the annual ritual of re-
scinding large amounts of unused excess Section 8 assistance. I 
think it will take several years to ensure the reliability of this new 
funding system, but I am optimistic that will become a good gauge 
of both the actual cost and the use of vouchers. 

A January, 2002 GAO report compared the six active Federal 
housing programs and found that Section 8 vouchers were the most 
cost-effective. Historically, funding for block grants such as HANF 
has failed to keep pace with inflation. Under HANF, funding levels 
would be based on inflation-adjusted figures, as opposed to current 
policy which bases renewal funding on actual housing costs. Be-
tween 1998 and 2003, rents rose by 25 percent. Over the same pe-
riod of time, the consumer price index increased by 12 percent. 
Even at inflation-adjusted levels as suggested by the administra-
tion, housing assistance is likely to erode steadily under HANF. 

If funding levels fall behind the program’s needs, as likely will 
occur, States will either have to contribute their own funds to the 
program or reduce assistance to low-income families and elderly 
and disabled individuals in one or more of the following ways: re-
duction of the number of families that receive housing vouchers, 
despite the fact that three out of four low-income families eligible 
for vouchers already go without assistance because of funding limi-
tations. A reduction in the number of vouchers would make the 
shortage of affordable housing even larger by cutting costs, by 
shifting assistance to higher-income families. Such families need 
smaller subsidies to be able to afford housing. As a result, the aver-
age cost of providing housing vouchers to these families is smaller 
than the cost of serving poor families. Also cutting costs by shifting 
rental burdens to families participating in the program. This can 
be accomplished by requiring families to pay more than 30 percent 
of their income for rent, or reducing the total amount of rent that 
a voucher could cover, thereby making fewer housing units acces-
sible to voucher families. 
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There is a lot more here, but I think that which I have shared 
with you basically describes my concerns about HANF. I am very, 
very worried about this program, Mr. Chairman. This is one of the 
most significant programs to assist poor people that we have in 
this country. I come from a State where we have a $35 billion def-
icit. If you block grant that money to my state, they are going to 
take some of it and use it for other things. Or if they needed to 
subsidize it in any way, they could not do it because we just do not 
have the money. So I would like to hear from others today about 
your legislation, but I think that this would be one of the greatest 
shifts in a program that I have seen certainly since I have been in 
the Congress of the United States, and maybe historically. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Chairman NEY. The gentlelady yields back the balance. Does the 

gentleman have a written statement? 
Mr. GREEN. No public statement, thank you. 
Chairman NEY. We will send you a bill for that. The gentlelady 

from New York? 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to thank the chairman and ranking member for 

holding this important hearing today. I would also like to thank 
Assistant Secretary Liu for testifying. 

The Section 8 program is a vital safety net for our most at-risk 
families. It provides vouchers that allow families the flexibility to 
receive government-subsidized rental housing in the private mar-
ket. The tenant-based program gives low-income families the op-
portunity to move into housing they could not otherwise afford. 
This gives parents more say in what schools their children attend 
and more opportunity to live closer to their place of employment 
and public transportation. 

However, the Section 8 program is struggling. As a result of 
chronic underfunding, only one-fourth of low-income households 
that are eligible for vouchers receive any Federal housing assist-
ance. Additionally, landlords are opting out of the project-based 
program and many more are refusing to rent to new voucher ten-
ants. The President says he has the solution; the Housing Assist-
ance for Need Families block grant. President Bush expects us to 
believe that block granting the Section 8 program will not reduce 
the number of families assisted. He expects us to believe that it 
will not shift burdens to low-income families. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve the President has made his lack of commitment to Section 8 
abundantly clear. 

In fiscal year 2001, 79,000 new vouchers were appropriated. That 
was the last year of the Clinton administration. As soon as Presi-
dent Bush took office, the number of new vouchers dropped to 
18,000. In fiscal year 2003, no new vouchers were appropriated. 
The current HUD budget proposal calls for a mere 5,500 new 
vouchers. Mr. Chairman, there are hundreds of thousands of fami-
lies on waiting lists. While the rhetoric coming out of the adminis-
tration is that they are creating new housing opportunities for low-
income communities, the reality is that they have systematically 
ignored them for the past two and a half years. HANF will seri-
ously undermine the financial and moral integrity of Section 8. It 
creates an unnecessary and costly new layer of bureaucracy, and 
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5

eliminates flexibility in the program. It will result in no new hous-
ing opportunities, and potentially limit the length of time tenants 
can receive Section 8 benefits. 

For these reasons, I authored a letter with my colleague from 
New York, Mr. Nadler, asking appropriators to fund 79,000 new 
Section 8 vouchers this year. This letter was signed by 66 members 
of Congress, including every Democrat on this panel. I will ask 
unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, that this letter be inserted in 
the record today. 

Chairman NEY. Without objection. 
[The following information can be found on page 166 in the ap-

pendix.] 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I understand the chairman intends this to be 

the first in a series of hearings on this topic, and I commend him 
for this decision. We must consider the suggestions of a full range 
of expert witnesses before rushing to a markup. I believe that the 
current proposal will not only fail to address the needs at hand, but 
will make our housing crisis even worse, leaving more families out 
of assistance and out in the cold. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back the balance of my time. 
Chairman NEY. I want to thank the gentlelady. Also, without ob-

jection, all members’ opening statements will be made part of the 
record. 

The gentlelady from California? 
Ms. LEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to also thank you 

and Ranking Member Waters for convening this hearing, and to 
the assistant secretary, thank you for being here. 

Today, we all know that our nation is facing an affordable hous-
ing crisis; 4.9 million families across the nation pay over 50 percent 
of their income or rent often for substandard housing. Even when 
the economy was strong, rising housing prices kept safe, decent, af-
fordable housing out of the reach of millions of American families. 
The combination now of a weak economy and rising housing and 
rental prices has created a situation for low-income families that 
is very untenable. 

The Section 8 voucher program has been the principal form of as-
sistance for low-income families, the elderly, and we cannot forget 
the disabled also. Only 15 percent of Section 8 voucher recipients 
live in high-poverty neighborhoods, as compared to approximately 
54 percent of public housing residents. Clearly, showing the success 
of integrating communities through the Section 8 voucher program 
is what we are beginning to see. 

So I recommend that we look at how the Section 8 program per-
forms after the changes that were made during last year’s appro-
priations cycle. We should also look at the issue of recaptures and 
bring in our local housing leadership and tenants to talk about the 
real problems with local housing affordability and potential solu-
tions. Block granting will not work. This proposal I believe goes in 
the wrong direction. Most importantly, I think we must increase 
the flexibility and funding for vouchers in order to eliminate our 
long waiting lists, recruit more landlords, and broaden our pool of 
affordable rental units. That is the direction I think we need to go 
in. 
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The Housing Assistance for Needy Families fails to effectively ad-
dress the needs of the Section 8 voucher program and would com-
pound our nation’s growing challenges with our housing and state 
budget crisis. So I think that we do, as the ranking member and 
Congresswoman Velazquez indicated, I think we need to look at 
this. We need to have more discussion and we need to try to come 
up with a bipartisan approach to this. I look forward to working 
with members of the administration, HUD, and with members of 
this committee on, really, I believe what amounts to saving our 
Section 8 program, because I think going in this direction truly will 
possibly eliminate it for many of our communities. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I yield the balance of my time. 
Chairman NEY. I thank the gentlelady, who yields back the bal-

ance of her time. 
The gentleman from North Carolina, do you have an opening 

statement? 
Mr. WATT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will not take the full 

time, but I would just thank the witness for being here, and for 
being available to answer questions. 

I am all in favor of improving the Section 8 program. In parts 
of my congressional district, it works; in other parts, it does not 
work. But I am not sure that I understand how simply passing the 
problem along to the States addresses that. I do not necessarily 
view that as an improvement in the Section 8 program. I suspect 
what you will get are some improvements in some places and some 
substantial un-improvements in other places. One thing we know 
for sure is that there will not be the body of information and expe-
rience that has been built up about the Section 8 program by HUD 
over all of these years, because in effect what we are doing is tell-
ing States to start doing something that they have not been doing 
in the past. I am not sure I understand how that improves the situ-
ation. It gets it off of HUD’s plate. It passes the buck, but some-
body has got to do the hard work. 

So I am looking forward to hearing how we think this improves 
the Section 8 program, not just moves it from one location to an-
other location. So if I can get some answers to that, either in your 
opening statement; I was looking at your opening statement and it 
is just kind of like we assume that this movement somehow im-
proves the program. I do not see the structural definition of how 
that occurs, other than just the assumption. So I hope you can ad-
dress that as we move along, and I will yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Chairman NEY. The gentleman yields back the balance of his 
time. 

We want to welcome Mr. Liu to the committee; the Assistant Sec-
retary for Public and Indian housing. Without objection, your writ-
ten statement will be made part of the record. Welcome. 

STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL LIU, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING 
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, WASHINGTON, DC 

Mr. LIU. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member 
Waters, and members of the committee. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to appear before you today to discuss H.R. 1841. 
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The purpose of the Housing Assistance for Needy Families, or 
HANF proposal, is to improve the delivery of tenant-based assist-
ance to very low-income families. We believe that it will accomplish 
this objective by retaining the core elements of the tenant-based as-
sistance program, while stripping away the unnecessary require-
ments and regulations that are not central to the program’s funda-
mental mission. The current program’s basic concept is still sound. 
However, there are serious shortcomings with its design and effec-
tiveness. This is evidenced by two very troubling figures. Over $1 
billion of tenant-based assistance have been annually recaptured 
by Congress; and two, HUD pays upwards of $1 billion in over-sub-
sidy due to errors resulting from the current complicated restrictive 
program rules which we do have. So on the one hand, money goes 
unused and thousands of eligible low-income families do not receive 
subsidies. On the other hand, the government is paying too much 
for what is used. Reforming and simplifying the program can elimi-
nate both of these staggering problems and provide more, not less 
housing, to those in need. 

In addition, HUD must administer the voucher program through 
rules and regulations in a one-size-fits-all mode to over 2,500 enti-
ties throughout the nation, half of which administer only 250 or 
fewer vouchers. The sheer number of local administrative entities 
has significantly diminished HUD’s ability to provide quality as-
sistance to the program and to monitor and accurately measure 
performance. Under H.R. 1841, HUD would be authorized to make 
grants available to States to provide tenant-based rental and home-
ownership assistance, either directly or through local entities, to el-
igible families. I repeat, we are authorized to make grants to the 
States. We are not mandating that the States take on this pro-
gram. States who want to take on this program would have to 
apply with a plan, and we would have to approve that plan. 

We believe the States, those who accept this challenge, would be 
able to make more timely and informed policy and funding deci-
sions based on local need and market conditions, as compared to 
administrators back here in the beltway in Washington, D.C. These 
decisions include moving unused funding to heavy demand areas of 
the State at any given time during the fiscal year; something that 
takes HUD many weeks, if not months, to attempt to implement; 
and then tailoring the program to better address the practices of 
the local market and needs of the community. 

States would have the ability to contract with the most effective 
entities to manage the program in any given area of the State, fos-
tering greater accountability and competition in the program. State 
administration would reduce the administrative burden associated 
with running the program by consolidating many of the adminis-
trative duties currently replicated by every single PHA in a single 
state, such as reporting and budget. HANF would retain and ex-
pand portability of tenant-based assistance to all areas of the coun-
try, including those few areas not currently covered by the voucher 
program. State administration would eliminate the burden of port-
ability moves within a State which account today for over three-
fourths of all moves between PHA jurisdictions. Moves between 
States would also be easier to accomplish. The number of vouchers 
available to the State at a given time through normal turnover 
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would permit the State to absorb the family into its own program 
and eliminate the cumbersome billing process which currently ex-
ists among PHAs across state lines. 

Some concerns have been raised that the HANF grants may be 
more susceptible to budget cuts as a block grant or that increases 
in rents would out-pace inflation. We believe just the opposite 
would be true. Because the changes brought about by HANF would 
facilitate greater utilization, the funding levels would be more sus-
tainable and justifiable compared to the current program which 
Congress just this year adjusted funding levels to account for under 
utilization. Some assert that block grants have been more vulner-
able to cutting in the annual appropriations process than others. In 
fact, the funding history of the very similar affordable housing type 
of program, the HOME block grant program, just does not support 
this suggestion. In the President’s fiscal year 2004 budget, the re-
quested appropriation for the HOME program is 14 percent higher; 
that is adjusted for inflation; than in the program’s very first year. 
The program has in fact received regular annual increases since 
1993. 

We believe that support in the budget and appropriations process 
for programs does depend in good part on their performance. By 
strengthening the performance of the housing choice voucher pro-
gram, the administration’s proposal would increase the chances 
that future funding increases will be provided by Congress. I want 
to point out that our 2004 requests for HANF is over $900 million 
than our fiscal year 2003 proposal. Under 1841, annual funding 
would be adjusted by a formula that would take into consideration 
data specifically tied to housing costs, not just inflation in general, 
as well as the number of the families assisted, extent of poverty, 
state performance, and funding utilization. 

Another misconception is that States would be able to divert 
HANF funds for other purposes. Our legislation is clear that the 
program would be limited to tenant-based rental and homeowner-
ship assistance and the costs of administering those grants. Con-
version to the HANF program would maximize the number of fami-
lies receiving housing assistance, without shifting assistance away 
from those families with the most need. The initial amount of the 
HANF grant would be equal to the sum of all voucher funding cur-
rently provided to public housing agencies in the State. The States 
would be required to maintain assistance for at least as many fami-
lies as are currently served, and families under the voucher pro-
gram at the time of the conversion to HANF would continue to re-
ceive tenant-based rental assistance under the current regulations 
through fiscal year 2009. In addition, any family participating in 
the homeownership voucher program at the time of the transition 
to HANF would continue to receive homeownership assistance 
under the same terms and conditions as the current program. 
Lenders can continue to underwrite loans with the full assurance 
that the rules under which they base those loans would not be im-
pacted by the conversion of the program. 

A major goal of 1841 is to simplify and reduce the administrative 
burden on the program providers. For instance, a significant prob-
lem plaguing the voucher program is the unacceptable error rate 
of approximately $1 billion a year on the calculation of adjusted in-
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comes and rental subsidies. One of the root causes of the problems 
is the myriad of different rules covering what qualifies as annual 
and adjusted income, coupled with numerous temporary full and 
partial exclusions and income disregards. There are even rules 
which talk about capitalization of indebtedness; rules involving de-
preciation of assets; hard to believe when we are talking about a 
population that really we are not considering those types of issues 
when we are looking at them. 

These policies, however well intended, and many of them di-
rected by past Congresses, have simply made income determina-
tions a far too complicated process. Under HANF, all income deter-
minations would be based on gross incomes. States would have the 
flexibility to set the percentage of gross incomes that families 
would be required to contribute as their share of the rent, but that 
percentage could not exceed 30 percent. Under the current voucher 
program, families may choose to pay more for higher-priced rental 
units if they wish. 

In summary, 1841 offers us an opportunity to make significant 
improvements to the housing voucher program. It moves adminis-
trative decisionmaking out of Washington, closer to the commu-
nities and families affected, along with program flexibility to ad-
dress local needs. States would have the means to take actions that 
may be necessary so that program funds are expended promptly 
and most effectively. Importantly, the HANF program provides gov-
ernment support of self-sufficiency efforts for assisted families, ef-
forts to reduce homelessness, and to help the disabled live inde-
pendently. It does this by facilitating greater coordination with 
state-administered programs relating to education and job training 
and child care and health care, inclusive of programs like TANF 
and One-Stop Career Centers. 

I thank you again for this chance to testify, and I look forward 
to answering any questions you might have. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Michael Liu can be found on 
page 161 in the appendix.] 

Chairman NEY. I want to thank you for your testimony. They 
have also called two votes, but we will try to get some questions 
in and then vote and then return. 

I just wanted to give you an example, and I do not know if you 
have looked at this or how it would be written, but in my own state 
there was a grab of TANF monies, and those monies which should 
have gone into, in my opinion, the work program went into supple-
ment Head Start. Now, it is not legal and I did not think it was 
then, but it was done based on the fact that somehow they did edu-
cation for parents; there was some clever way to remove, or as I 
used to say, appropriate or steal those funds over, whichever way 
you want to put it. I did not agree with what they did. If you do 
this, how do you craft this so you make it crystal clear that funds 
cannot be used for any purpose but exactly what traditionally the 
PHAs have used them for? 

Mr. LIU. Mr. Chairman, we fully anticipate that in review of the 
plans from the States that we will be obviously looking to ensure 
that their plans to make clear that the funds will be used for a ten-
ant-based voucher program. Secondly, in the initial phases of the 
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program, we believe that it is very likely that we will monitor more 
than just one a year, probably at six-month intervals, again just to 
ensure that there is compliance with the program requirements, 
compliance with their plans, so that these types of intrusions on 
the intent of the program are mitigated and certainly are pre-
vented to the extent that we can. 

Chairman NEY. Just to follow up on that, because again I think 
that we would have to look at other options or what options would 
be out there, if the governor of a State would not in fact comply 
and somehow said, look, I think these monies could be shifted and 
supplemented for; I cannot think of an example right now, but the 
Head Start was the best example. Do you sue the governor if the 
State is running a program? Because technically, you cannot use 
Federal dollars. HANF money, in my opinion, cannot be used to 
supplement Head Start money that the State of Ohio, for example, 
should have put in. So what happens, I guess; has anybody thought 
that out? 

Mr. LIU. We have a range of options in the event that a State 
oversteps its bounds or is not compliant with the program outlines. 
We can take back the program administration. There is no question 
in the legislation that the Secretary has the power to do that. We 
can withhold funds until we are satisfied that the State has righted 
its ways or assured us that it will not proceed down the wrong 
path. We have the ability to penalize the administrators involved 
through civil as well as potentially criminal actions. So we think 
that we have an array of tools that we can use to prevent those 
things from happening, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman NEY. The gentlelady from California, do you have a 
question? 

Ms. WATERS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
This may be a question that is easily answered and everybody 

else may understand except for me. What if a State decides it does 
not want to take the block grant? 

Mr. LIU. Then HUD will administer the program under the 
guidelines as outlined in 1841. In other words, we will administer 
the program with the entities within the State that we feel are 
good performers, know how to manage the program, and with the 
flexibility and simplicity which we feel the State was intended to 
at the start to be managed by. 

Ms. WATERS. Obviously, the administration of this program de-
mands a large number of personnel to do it. So if all of the States 
decided they were going to take the block grant and administer the 
program, that means you would have to kind of get rid of this part 
of HUD. Is that right? 

Mr. LIU. Absolutely not, Ranking Member Waters. The history of 
HUD over the past, prior to this administration, because we have 
increased our personnel at HUD. 

Ms. WATERS. What are you going to do with all these people who 
used to administer Section 8? 

Mr. LIU. Right now, these people are basically looking through 
paper, doing rote type of work. We want to free these people to pro-
vide the type of quality assistance, technical assistance, qualitative 
thinking that right now we have to go outside the agency to get 
and to pay millions of dollars for. We want to use our staff to do 
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the type of qualitative work with the State entities and their part-
ners in making this program more efficient and better. 

Ms. WATERS. We are going to have to go, but I am concerned 
about all of this monitoring that you are going to do that you can-
not do now. What you are basically saying is that HUD cannot do 
it now. But then you tell us, you are going to make sure the States 
do it because you are going to set up all these monitoring systems. 
Now you are trying to tell me you are going to take all of these 
employees and you are going to use them to do something related 
to the program, while my state and other States are going to be 
using part of this block grant to put up whole new systems by 
which to administer the program, which is extreme duplication. 
What are you doing and why are you doing this? Don’t answer now, 
we have to leave. We will come back. 

Mr. LIU. I will answer you, Ranking Member Waters. 
Chairman NEY. If the gentleman will hold, we will be back. 
[RECESS] 
Chairman NEY. We will begin again, and we will go for ques-

tioning to Mr. Green. 
Mr. GREEN. Mr. Liu, I guess the biggest question I have is what 

do you see as the main barriers to increased participation in the 
Section 8 rental program? What is it that we should be doing to 
attack those barriers? 

Mr. LIU. The main barrier is, as I have outlined, congressman, 
one, simplification; getting back to the basics of what the program 
was intended to do, to help people with low income so that they do 
not pay more than 30 percent of their gross income; very simply. 
We have over the years created layer upon layer of different direc-
tions, many well intended, where in fact we have problems now in 
figuring out just who qualifies and does not qualify for the pro-
gram. We end up, as I stated, paying $1 billion more than we 
should for those vouchers that we use, and then for the vouchers 
that we do not use, we lose $1 billion on the back end. 

Number two, we have a very inefficient system currently in try-
ing to make use of these precious dollars; over 2,600 entities, over 
half of them manage fewer than 250 vouchers. We spend $10 mil-
lion extra just to take care of so-called troubled agencies. Those ad-
ministrative, as well as programmatic in terms of policy, are the 
biggest barriers. 

Mr. GREEN. You have in both your written testimony and your 
response just now, you have put some dollar figures on inefficien-
cies and anecdotes and examples. Do you have any idea program-
wide what kind of savings we are talking about? Obviously, you 
must believe that there are savings. I think that is the philosophy 
behind what you are trying to do or what you are proposing to do. 
Do you have any idea what those numbers would mean, and there-
fore what the increased participation could mean? 

Mr. LIU. Very, very roughly in terms of cost savings, from a very 
conservative estimate of anywhere from $150 million upwards to; 
the difficult part is how do you value the type of quality assistance 
that we are not giving now that we could give to managers of the 
program. That is difficult to quantify, so that could be another $100 
million, maybe more. 
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Mr. GREEN. Okay, thank you. Mr. Chairman, I have no more 
questions. 

Chairman NEY. The gentlelady from New York? 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Liu, I am disturbed by what I believe to be a large number 

of misleading statements in your testimony. To cite two, on page 
three you said, ‘‘some assert that block grants have been more vul-
nerable to cutting in the annual appropriation process than others, 
so that block-granting vouchers means that funding is less likely 
to keep pace with inflation in the future. The funding history of 
HUD’s HOME block grant for housing does not support this argu-
ment.’’ However, provisional data from the CBO indicates other-
wise, and I have it right here. During the current administration, 
funding for HOME and CDBG has increased by only 4 percent, 
while inflation has been 6.1 percent. 

Then, additionally, on page four, you said, ‘‘States will have the 
flexibility to set the percentage of gross income that families would 
be required to contribute as their share of the rent, but that per-
centage could not exceed 30 percent.’’ Yet the language in H.R. 
1841 clearly says that, and I quote, families may choose to pay 
more to secure better quality housing. To me, this indicates that 
HUD will expect, and as the budget crisis gets worse, HUD will en-
courage any family who wants safe, decent housing as opposed to 
just a roof over their head, to pay more. Yet that is not what you 
imply in your testimony. 

How do you respond to these contradictions, and how can we be-
lieve your testimony? 

Mr. LIU. First of all, they are not contradictions, congresswoman. 
The number you gave from CBO is the combined CDBG and 
HOME figure. The HOME figure is in fact adjusted for inflation at 
14.7 percent since the start of the program. For the specific fiscal 
years you mentioned, the increase is at 10.7 percent. Secondly, in 
regards to what the legislation States, the legislation clearly States 
the maximum that the State could impose. Currently, as the pro-
gram exists now, that any one family could pay is 30 percent of 
gross income. Excuse me; in terms of the ability of a family to pay 
more if they wanted to, that is the status quo right now. If a family 
wants to pay more than 30 percent more, they can. So there is no 
contradiction, congresswoman. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. You said that block grants are not susceptible 
to inflation; eroded due to inflation. But when you look to the block 
grants, big block grants——

Mr. LIU. There has been an increase in CDBG. I did no mention 
CDBG in my testimony. I mentioned HOME as the program that 
we feel is most comparable because HOME program; I said HOME 
program. That is very specific. The example that we used in our 
testimony is the HOME program. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Someone said that block grants have been more 
vulnerable. I think that is clear English. 

Sir, how will owners respond to the fact that vouchers will no 
longer be permanently awarded to participating families? How do 
you respond to arguments that they will be worried about renting 
to voucher holders because they know that they could be termi-
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nated at any time, even if they have always paid the rent, and they 
are still income-eligible? 

Mr. LIU. Congresswoman, the program currently is based on an-
nual contracts, annual leases, by and large, in the various commu-
nities that have the program. Landlords are not promised now life-
time commitments on the part of the agencies, nor would they be 
permitted to be counting on lifetime contracts or leases with ten-
ants in the future. The program will be managed as it is now. Pri-
vate sector landlords would sign leases with tenants. Those tenants 
will be by and large on an annual basis. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. What about if there is a change in family income 
during the year? 

Mr. LIU. Currently, if there is a change in family income and the 
family goes over income, the housing authority is supposed to make 
adjustments to the rent paid by that family. If they are in fact in-
eligible, if they become ineligible, then the housing agency does 
have the right to terminate that lease. That is under the current 
program. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. And if their income goes down? 
Mr. LIU. And if their income goes down, the housing agency has 

the ability and they have the responsibility to adjust the rent paid 
by that family accordingly. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. How will that happen if the block grant has al-
ready been distributed? 

Mr. LIU. The block grant will be in terms of the sums provided 
to the States. The State will still have to administer the program 
through leases made with private landlords, just as they are done 
right now. 

Chairman NEY. The time has expired, but I would note we can 
go into a second round afterwards. What I would like to do at this 
time is I had yielded part of my time to the gentlelady from Cali-
fornia so we could both get a question in. So I have got one more 
and then we will go on to the gentleman from North Carolina. 

The question I have, if this was a recapture problem, did the om-
nibus fiscal year 2003 bill, did it take care of the recapturing? 

Mr. LIU. The omnibus bill took care of the recapture issue, but 
it did not take care of the programmatic issues, nor did it take care 
of effective utilization issues. Through the reserve fund and 
through the ability to reallocate, it took care of the recapture issue, 
but it did not take care of the complexity issue. It did not take care 
of the over-subsidy issue. It did not take care of the administrative 
issue that we have to deal with all these very small entities, thou-
sands of different PHAs that we have to work with now, Mr. Chair-
man. 

Chairman NEY. The reason I asked that, most of the thrust of 
what I have always heard of why this is needed is because of the 
recapture issue; the money has come back to Washington and did 
not get out to the people. So naturally, I was thinking if the omni-
bus bill took care of the recapture issue, why would we have to pro-
ceed? But you are saying there are other factors that would cause 
the block-granting beyond the recapture issue, correct? 

Mr. LIU. Absolutely, Mr. Chairman, absolutely. 
Chairman NEY. That makes a whole difference; I will do a second 

round of questions. If it was just an issue of recapture, one would 
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think that what a housing authority does not use within a State 
it could automatically shift back to the State, so it does not come 
back to Washington to be decided whether it was recaptured or not. 
That could be corrected in a measure. 

Mr. LIU. Yes. 
Chairman NEY. You are saying that it is issues of utilization, and 

what else was it? 
Mr. LIU. Administration, a better delivery system, complexity of 

the program so that we can do away with the current problem of 
for the vouchers we do use, we essentially end up paying $1 billion 
more than we should be. 

Chairman NEY. How much more? 
Mr. LIU. Over $1 billion. 
Chairman NEY. For? 
Mr. LIU. For over-subsidies. In other words, we have found out 

that our agencies have such a difficult time in calculating income 
requirements, whether it is for new tenants or recertifications, that 
we end up paying more than we should be. And then finally, the 
ability to, from a case management standpoint for providing the 
best social service playing field for these families, we believe that 
working with the States who also have primary responsibilities in 
so many of these programs relating to education, job training, the 
TANF programs, career training programs, that it only makes 
sense, good sense, to combine the housing component; not the re-
sources, but the program delivery alongside these other programs. 

Chairman NEY. At this time, we will move on to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. WATT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Liu, how much is HUD now spending to administer the Sec-

tion 8 program? 
Mr. LIU. The full total amount of the program has fluctuated 

over the past few years between $12 billion and $14 billion for the 
tenant-based program. 

Mr. WATT. That is the administration cost? 
Mr. LIU. That is the overall program. For the administration, we 

have——
Mr. WATT. I am looking for the administration. Has HUD done 

a calculation of what it costs now to administer the program? 
Mr. LIU. $1.2 billion. 
Mr. WATT. $1.2 billion, Okay. And how many employees is that? 

How many employees do you have administering the Section 8 pro-
gram? 

Mr. LIU. That $1.2 billion is what we——
Mr. WATT. I did not ask you whether that; I assume the employ-

ees, the salaries are included in that, but how many employees ad-
minister the Section 8 program? 

Mr. LIU. I could not give you that figure because the number——
Mr. WATT. If you can get that for me later. 
Mr. LIU. I can get that for you. 
Mr. WATT. Okay, alright. As I understood what you said in re-

sponse to Ms. Waters’s question, you are not going to cut any of 
those employees. 
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Mr. LIU. I need to clarify that. The $1.2 billion is what we pro-
vide to the housing authorities currently to pay for their adminis-
trative costs. 

Mr. WATT. That is not the question I asked, though, Mr. Liu. I 
want to know how much; has HUD done a calculation of what it 
costs HUD to administer the program? 

Mr. LIU. It is about $15 million. 
Mr. WATT. $15 million, okay. And you still do not know, I as-

sume, how many employees HUD is using to do that? If you will 
get that information for me. 

Mr. LIU. I can get that for you, sir. 
Mr. WATT. Okay. Let me just raise some concerns that I have 

based on your testimony, which I think is very conclusory in the 
way it is presented, but raises more questions than it answers. 
First of all, starting at the end, with the comment that you just 
made in response to Mr. Ney’s question, you say that this is more 
efficient because it does this by facilitating greater coordination 
with state-administered programs related to education, job train-
ing, child care and health care, inclusive of other state-adminis-
tered Federal programs like TANF and One-Stop Career Centers. 
Yet there is no mixing of resources, and for the life of me I cannot 
understand how this process makes it more efficient if there is not 
going to be any mixing of resources. 

Number two, you say on page four of your testimony that there 
is an unacceptable error rate of approximately $1 billion in the cal-
culation of adjusted incomes and rental subsidies. I assume that 
those errors are not being made by HUD; they are being made at 
the local level. Is that correct? 

Mr. LIU. Yes, sir. 
Mr. WATT. Okay. So it is not HUD that is incompetent; it is 

whatever agencies are administering the program in local commu-
nities that are doing incompetent monitoring, and you are still 
going to have some income criteria, so somebody in the local com-
munity is still going to have to administer those, I assume. 

Mr. LIU. Yes, sir. 
Mr. WATT. Okay. And so do you have discretion now; does HUD 

have discretion now to contract with somebody other than housing 
authorities to administer Section 8? 

Mr. LIU. If the housing authority falls into what we call ‘‘troubled 
status.’’

Mr. WATT. Okay. And then you would have to snatch it back and 
administer it yourself, not contract with somebody else, right? 

Mr. LIU. We would probably, through a contract, then administer 
the program with potentially——

Mr. WATT. Are you doing that anywhere? 
Mr. LIU. Yes, we are. 
Mr. WATT. Okay. So you have found some places where they 

were just so inept that you had to get somebody else to do it. You 
are saying the State is more likely to be able to find somebody else 
than the Federal government is? 

Mr. LIU. We think the States are closer to the action. 
Mr. WATT. I understand that the State is closer to the action, but 

this is Federal money that we are administering, and if we are 
going to cut all the strings that are attached to it, it seems to me 
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we ought to get out of the housing business and let the States col-
lect the money and we would not be involved in the process at all. 
The Federal objective here, I take it, of Section 8 is to provide de-
cent; we have a national policy to provide decent and affordable 
housing to people throughout the country. I think me and Mr.—
what is the guy’s name who ran against Hillary Clinton in New 
York? Mr. Lazio and I had about a two-hour debate on the floor of 
the House where he was trying to eliminate that from the housing 
bill. Finally, he relented. Our national objective still is to provide 
safe and affordable housing to every American citizen; not a right, 
but an objective. What I hear you saying is we are going to pass 
that objective to the States and rely on them to achieve the na-
tional objective that we have set. If we have a national objective, 
it seems to me, and we are going to use national money, it seems 
to me that we ought to be ultimately accountable for the use of this 
money. I just do not see that this block granting approach either 
adds efficiency; we are going to keep the same number of employ-
ees and the States are going to come up with a new infrastructure 
at the State level. They may contract with new people at the local 
level to administer the program who have no experience in doing 
it. So we are likely, it seems to me, to end up with an inordinately 
more inefficient program than we have now. I am just having a lot 
of trouble understanding that. 

Chairman NEY. The time has expired. 
Mr. WATT. I thank the gentleman. 
Chairman NEY. We will have another round of questions. I want 

to move on, and then we can come back, so if you could hold that. 
Can you answer that? 

Mr. LIU. Very quickly. I would just point out that in fact today 
34 States have experience with the program and manage some 
form of the Section 8 program. We have national objectives for 
many areas of domestic policy; in agriculture, in health, in edu-
cation; and the States manage many parts of those programs. 

Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
Mr. Tiberi? 
Mr. TIBERI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I apologize for coming in 

late. 
Mr. Liu, I was dealing with a HUD constituent matter, you can 

appreciate that. Just kind of following up on Mr. Watt’s thoughts, 
he and I are agreeing more and more lately, which I am not sure 
is scarier for me or scarier for him. But in terms of the States, if 
you could share with us your thoughts regarding States’ roles in 
this issue. Let me give you an example and have you respond. 

The chairman and I have served in the State legislature in Ohio. 
Ohio right now is going through, like many other States, a budget 
crunch. One of the things that the State does not do right now is 
really deal with housing. They have an agency within the Depart-
ment of Development that deals with housing from a macro stand-
point in terms of bonds. But in terms of actually administering a 
housing program like the Columbus Metropolitan Housing Author-
ity does today, they simply are not capable of doing it and do not 
do it. 

So my question is two-fold, if you could give me your thoughts 
on the theory behind the program, if it became the law of the land. 
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How would States like Ohio have to structure and beef up and pro-
vide a bureaucracy for such a program and oversight for such a 
program? And number two, what would happen to housing authori-
ties today as we know it, in terms of their right to exist, as well 
as the employees that they have today? I know they are concerned, 
at least in Ohio, that they would be put out of business. 

Mr. LIU. Thank you for your question, congressman. I, too, have 
served in a State legislature. My home state is Hawaii, where it 
has a very active housing program, where it does administer a very 
active loan program. As I mentioned earlier, the legislation in our 
proposal is not a mandatory program on the part of the States. If 
the States did not feel that this is the right time for them; if they 
felt that this was, for whatever reason, not the right program for 
them to come in for, they need not be part of the application proc-
ess. In which case, HUD would manage the program. 

Mr. TIBERI. Let me share with you, though, my concern. Maybe 
I did not express it very well. Ohio is going through a budget 
crunch, and they look, wow, here is some money that maybe we can 
put into the Department of Development and try to do what HUD 
is trying to do, maybe for even less money. Many argue that the 
system is already balkanized. Could this balkanize it worse, when 
you do not have, really, in some States a bureaucracy, and States 
would be attracted to the fact that there is this pot of money com-
ing from HUD, let us grab it and try to deal with this issue? 

Mr. LIU. The program, first of all, would have to be used for a 
tenant-based program. There would not be the ability, and it is 
written into the law; there would be monitoring to that effect that 
they could not use these funds for other than a tenant-based vouch-
er program. The easiest way for a State, and we think a logical 
way for a State to deal with the issue of a quick ramp-up to be able 
to administer the program, would be to contract with those entities 
within their States which are doing a good job now; those larger 
entities that have substantial programs which are in fact meeting 
many of the requirements of even the current complicated situation 
that we have. 

In Ohio, 34 percent of the agencies there are of the small cat-
egory. That is not an insignificant number. Very easily, the State 
could contract with those housing agencies that do well, such as 
the one in the town that you mentioned, in Columbus, to continue 
managing the program. 

Mr. TIBERI. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, one last question. If that 
is the case, then under the scenario today, under the theory that 
you have provided to us under this bill, that let us push it back 
to the State level, why not just push it back to the local level to 
start with under that theory? 

Mr. LIU. Because we believe the States right now are uniquely 
situated because of the other types of social service self-sufficiency 
programs that they are a key player in, in order to manage the pro-
gram on a regional basis. Local entities are very local in their out-
look, in their city or town. The voucher, because we want to give 
the portability aspects the greatest amount of flexibility and be-
cause most of the portability which we see in the voucher program 
lies within specific States, really sets itself up as the States are in 
fact the best entities that we see to manage this program. 
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Mr. TIBERI. Just to follow up, Mr. Chairman, you do not have 
any concern with respect to States who do not have that ability in 
abusing that right, that effort? 

Mr. LIU. We believe that we will have enough of a monitoring 
presence to mitigate those concerns, sir. 

Chairman NEY. I thank the gentleman. Do you want to co-author 
that bill with me? Okay. 

Mr. Davis from Alabama? 
Mr. DAVIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Liu, good afternoon to you. Let me, if I can, pick up a little 

bit on Mr. Tiberi’s questions and maybe go in a slightly different 
direction. There is one layer of concerns, I suppose, that States 
strapped for cash as they are, will take money that should go to 
housing and use it for other purposes. There is a more subtle con-
cern that I have got. It is that a lot of States have significant dis-
parities in their urban and rural housing needs, or at least the peo-
ple who are sitting in state capitals have a perception of that. As 
you know, in most States, State Legislatures are affected by the 
population. They are determined by the population, so the urban 
areas have a lot of votes; the rural areas do not. 

I am concerned about the fact that if this program were trans-
ferred to the States as you and the administration want, that it 
would give the States an enormous amount of flexibility to dis-
criminate, if you will, between urban and rural areas. Are there 
any particular strictures or provisions in place that would prevent 
States from reallocating funding in ways that might discriminate 
against rural areas, or even in some cases against urban areas? 

Mr. LIU. Congressman, the legislation would require us within 12 
months of enactment to come up with a formula that looks at the 
number of families being served, extent of poverty within the State, 
cost of housing within the State, the performance of the State in 
administering grant amounts under this Act or others, the extent 
to which the State has any funds previously appropriated under 
the Act, and other measurable items. To the extent that there may 
be a concern and issues regarding rural versus urban, the Sec-
retary has indicated that is certainly something that we can work 
on with this committee and others in developing that formula once 
this is enacted. 

Mr. DAVIS. And just if I can follow up on that, Mr. Liu, that I 
think is a point worthy of being followed up on because as you 
know, once this is down-loaded and sent to the States with all the 
things that HUD is doing, monitoring what the State of Alabama 
does with respect to York and with respect to Birmingham is not 
exactly going to be high on the priority list. So the concern that I 
think some of us would have is whatever changes are made, there 
need certainly to be some provisions in place. For example, Med-
icaid right now has certain rules and provisions that require States 
to allocate funding in ways that do not discriminate across regions. 

Let me move to one other area. It is my understanding that 
under the changes that you have proposed, that some of the in-
come-targeting would also be changed. Right now, it is my under-
standing that about three-fourths of the money under Section 8, or 
three-fourths of the vouchers, I should say, have to go to what are 
classified as low-income tenants; people that fall within a certain 
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median range. As I understand it, that could be reduced to as low 
as 55 percent. Is my understanding accurate, first of all? 

Mr. LIU. We would have the ability to waive the 75 percent re-
quirement down to 55 percent, which still preserves the majority 
of the vouchers going to those at 30 percent or below of median in-
come. But currently under the program, under the current tar-
geting requirements, we find housing authorities having a difficult 
time providing vouchers to seniors who do not qualify because they 
may be getting more under Social Security; to those under the 
TANF program who because of their new work involvement are 
earning more than the required, or just above the 30 percent level. 
So while we preserve the basic parameters of the program as they 
exist today, we believe that the flexibility to allow the States to re-
quest waivers from HUD that could not do it on their own, is a rea-
sonable one because we do preserve that a majority; at a minimum 
55 percent; would still have to be at that level. 

Mr. DAVIS. Let me cut you off just in the interests of time. My 
concern with that, Mr. Liu, is that may be a fairly noble goal to 
get more seniors involved in the program, and of course there is 
nothing that would require States to reallocate the money to sen-
iors. My concern is that at a time when the economy is in such dire 
straits, we are potentially singling out the most vulnerable people 
for cuts. That leads to my last area of questions. Right now, as I 
understand it, States can impose a minimum rent requirement of 
$50 a month, which doing the math, is $600 a year. Now, it strikes 
me as being somewhat curious public policy at a time when unem-
ployment is rising and when poverty is rising in some parts of this 
country to raise the rents on people who are in this program, be-
cause of their limited ability to pay rent in the first place. That cer-
tainly does not strike me as good policy, and it does not strike me 
as a good selling point for the administration either. 

Mr. LIU. Fewer than 8 percent of the families would be affected 
by the $50 rent requirement. 

Mr. DAVIS. But it would be the poorest 8 percent, though, would 
it not, Mr. Liu? 

Mr. LIU. No, no. Our analysis shows that those who would be af-
fected by the $50 are those that right now are claiming certain ex-
clusions from income; exclusions that would not be available be-
cause we are simplifying that whole formula to 30 percent of gross 
income. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I think my time has expired. 
Chairman NEY. I want to thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Clay of Missouri? 
Mr. CLAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, Mr. Liu, for being here today. You know, if block 

grants follow their historical pattern and the funding levels erode 
over a period of years, why would you consider this approach for 
Section 8 vouchers? Are you interested in sustaining the program 
or letting it erode over a period of years? We already know that 
most States would not have the funds to take over the slack caused 
by the Federal reduced funding. Is this a method of eventually kill-
ing the program? 

Mr. LIU. Absolutely not, congressman, although I appreciate your 
concern. Our intent here is to put the program back on a much 
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more sound footing, so that it can perform at a level that we would 
all be comfortable with so that in fact we can ask for more dollars 
in the future. Our proposal for 2004 is over $900 million more than 
our request in 2003. I think that is a specific sign that we are not 
looking to erode or kill this program. 

Secondly, as I mentioned earlier and it was included in my testi-
mony, we cite the HOME program, a block grant program for af-
fordable housing, as indicative of a block grant program that has 
in fact increased since its inception; increased to the tune of 14 per-
cent since the first year of its coming into play. The administra-
tion’s 2004 proposal is significantly higher than the 2003 proposal. 

Mr. CLAY. Well, predicting an increase would indicate that you 
predict an increase in the number of people qualifying for the Sec-
tion 8 program. 

Let me also get back to the line of questioning by Mr. Davis, 
along the States administering the block grant program. I come 
from Missouri, a Midwestern state. What entity in Missouri do you 
envision being able to administer the Section 8 funds? I mean, I 
am sure your staff maybe can help you answer that, but just give 
me an example of who you would look to, what entity would you 
look to in Missouri to do this? 

Mr. LIU. We would look to see in a State like Missouri, which I 
do understand the history there, that we would think they would 
be wise to look toward housing agencies now that are doing a good 
job in your State of administering the program, and by contract 
having them do the work for that, and combining the inefficient op-
erators in the State of Missouri with the larger and better-operated 
programs, which solves many of the issues of delivery. If there 
were a concern and Missouri decided they did not want to get into 
the program, they do not have to. 

Mr. CLAY. Oh, it is optional? 
Mr. LIU. It is not a mandatory program. Yes, sir. 
Mr. CLAY. Optional. 
Let me also point to a tenant management-run group in St. Louis 

called Carr Square Village. Representative Waters grew up in that 
community. It is run by a tenant management group. It is a trou-
bled site. Yet, no action has been taken on that site. Do you have 
any background information on it? Could you let me know what 
you plan to do there? Can you shed some light on it? 

Mr. LIU. Are you specifically mentioning Carr Square? 
Mr. CLAY. Yes, I am mentioning Carr Square Village, yes. 
Mr. LIU. Yes, Carr Square, we have taken action, sir. We have 

moved in court to take over that tenant management association. 
They have challenged us and we are now in a court battle with 
that TMC group. 

Mr. CLAY. So that is a pending court case? 
Mr. LIU. It is in court right now. 
Mr. CLAY. And if you prevail in court, then you will contract out 

with an agency that takes over troubled sites? 
Mr. LIU. We will have to find a unique way to deal with that be-

cause that is actually an old HOPE I site. 
Mr. CLAY. Yes. 
Mr. LIU. It is a very complex situation. 
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Mr. CLAY. And it is very troublesome for us in the community 
who had so much hope for the project and would like to see some 
action taken in the very near future on it. 

Mr. LIU. We have. We have, through our enforcement center. 
Mr. CLAY. I thank you very much, and that concludes my ques-

tioning. Thank you. 
Ms. CARSON OF INDIANA. Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman NEY. Does the gentlelady have a question? 
Ms. CARSON OF INDIANA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NEY. I am sorry. Would the gentlelady yield? 
Ms. CARSON OF INDIANA. I am sorry. 
Chairman NEY. I am sorry. Mr. Sanders is next, and then the 

gentlelady. 
Mr. SANDERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, I would ask unanimous consent that my state-

ment be placed in the record. 
Chairman NEY. Without objection. 
[The prepared statement of Hon. Bernard Sanders can be found 

on page 158 in the appendix.] 
Mr. SANDERS. Okay. Mr. Chairman, I was also very pleased to 

hear everybody’s respect for the role that States play in our na-
tional system. I would hope that that respect would remain when 
we deal with the Fair Credit Reporting Act, and I look forward to 
widespread support from your side of the aisle to not preempt 
States from passing stronger consumer protection, because I will 
use the record to show how much we respect States’ rights and how 
good States do things. We will look forward to your support when 
we move to the Fair Credit Reporting Act on that. 

Mr. Liu, thank you very much for being with us today. My first 
question is a pretty simple one, and again because of time con-
straints, I am going to ask you to be brief. I apologize for that. We 
have about four million American households who are paying over 
half of their limited incomes on housing. We have in the course of 
a year in terms of homelessness in the United States, we are going 
to have about 1.3 million children at one time or another living out 
on the streets. Do we have a housing crisis in the United States 
of America? 

Mr. LIU. We have a concern with all families of low income, sir. 
Mr. SANDERS. Do we have a housing crisis in America, in your 

judgment? 
Mr. LIU. What we have, sir, is in regions, in certain areas of our 

country, we certainly do have very difficult housing situations, but 
it does not stretch across the country in all areas. 

Mr. SANDERS. Boy, that was a good answer; very impressed by 
that. Let the record show that I think we have a serious housing 
crisis, which is why among other things we have 195 cosponsors on 
legislation called the National Affordable Housing Trust Fund, 
which would build 1.5 million affordable units over the next 10 
years. The point is, I do not think the administration does think 
we have a crisis, which is why I think we are not getting the kind 
of support that we need for affordable housing. 

Mr. Liu, my deep impression is that this administration is not 
strongly supportive of affordable housing. In the year 2001, 79,000 
new Section 8 vouchers were appropriated. That was in 2001. But 
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in the year 2002, despite what I consider to be a major housing cri-
sis, that number dropped to only 18,000, and for 2003, no new Sec-
tion 8 vouchers were appropriated. Can you tell me why in the 
midst of what I consider to be a severe housing crisis, we have seen 
a drop to zero in terms of new housing Section 8 vouchers? 

Mr. LIU. Congressman, our budget from 2000 to 2003, and inclu-
sive and then adding on 2004, has increased our request by over 
$2 billion for the Section 8 program. 

Mr. SANDERS. But Mr. Liu, you know that is a bit disingenuous 
as an answer, because you have not added new housing vouchers, 
unlike previous administrations, but more importantly what you 
are saying is you are obligated by law to pay the rent for a certain 
number of vouchers. Rents have soared, and you have paid those 
rents. Isn’t that why we have seen an increase in expenditures? 

Mr. LIU. Congressman, we have made requests of upwards of 
34,000 for new incremental vouchers, and we did not get them 
funded. 

Mr. SANDERS. From whom? 
Mr. LIU. From this Congress. 
Mr. SANDERS. The administration has requested 34,000; okay, 

Mr. Chairman, I would just note for the record that Mr. Liu has 
told me something that I did not know, that he says that the ad-
ministration has requested 34,000 new Section 8 vouchers, which 
the Congress did not——

Mr. LIU. This was in 2003. 
Mr. SANDERS. This was in 2003. Mr. Chairman, if I could, Mr. 

Liu made that presentation. I do not know; I am assuming it is ac-
curate. We would hope that you would; is that accurate? 

Chairman NEY. I am told it is accurate. 
Mr. SANDERS. I would hope that you would use your influence or 

have the chairman of this committee help us with those 34,000 new 
Section 8 vouchers. 

The other question that I want to ask, Mr. Liu, is that my under-
standing; and please correct me if I am wrong here; but the re-
quirement that 75 percent of vouchers go to extremely low-income 
families could be reduced to as low a number as 55 percent. And 
the limitation that no vouchers can go to families with incomes 
over 80 percent of local area median income is modified to permit 
elderly and disabled families with incomes of over 80 percent of 
median income to receive assistance. Doesn’t this create a situation 
where some of the lowest income people in our country might be 
denied Section 8 vouchers, while some upper income people will re-
ceive those vouchers? Isn’t that a problem? 

Mr. LIU. Our current program allows for the exceptions for sen-
iors and disabled, as you read there, congressman. The legislation 
does permit HUD to grant waivers to the States, with justification, 
to lower the 75 percent requirement down to 55 percent. However, 
I do point out that we can currently provide waivers for that re-
quirement for housing agencies under the current program. 

Chairman NEY. The time has expired. 
Mr. SANDERS. One last question? 
Chairman NEY. Let us move on to Ms. Carson. 
Mr. SANDERS. Okay. Thank you. 
Chairman NEY. The gentlelady from Indiana? 
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Ms. CARSON OF INDIANA. Yes, sir, thank you very much, Mr. 
Chairman. I will not take a moment. I was really learning a lot 
from Congressman Sanders. 

In Indianapolis, as in St. Louis, we have a major project there 
that just is not working. Unfortunately, it is not anybody’s fault. 
Designed as a senior citizens complex and because of the rules, 
they began to integrate everybody into that system; people that 
were recently released from mental institutions, people that were 
released from prisons were integrated into this senior citizens com-
plex, and just created havoc. At this point, the Wye Baker Terrace 
is I think being consumed by HUD. I have been begging HUD for 
years to let us do something. My question is, when you have to pull 
back out of a project like that, what do you do? Do you put it on 
the market for sale? Or do you seek out new management? 

Mr. LIU. It depends on the program, congresswoman, and I am 
not specifically up to speed on that site that you mentioned. If it 
is a troubled public housing site, we can mandate that housing 
agency to get new management. We can take over the agency. 

Ms. CARSON OF INDIANA. This is a Section 8 operation. 
Mr. LIU. If it is a Section 8 complex, we can take over that prop-

erty; HUD can take over that property to manage it itself, if need 
be. We can take it over. Is it a multi-family insured——

Ms. CARSON OF INDIANA. It was designed specifically for senior 
citizens. That was the origin of it, and then it just turned out 
into——

Mr. LIU. HUD has the power to take over and manage that site. 
Ms. CARSON OF INDIANA. I think you are going to take it back, 

but I was wondering; well, we can talk about that later. 
In your Statement, I was trying to find it right quick, are you 

integrating both vouchers for Section 8 and homeownership as well 
into this project? 

Mr. LIU. We mentioned homeownership because currently for the 
last year and a half, we have had a homeownership option with our 
Section 8 program, where qualified Section 8 holders in certain 
agencies that provide this option can use their voucher to go to the 
bank, find a home that they can afford and purchase, and that 
voucher, the monthly voucher value can be used to write-down the 
monthly mortgage expense for periods of between 10 and 20 years. 

Ms. CARSON OF INDIANA. Okay. So if I am on Section 8, I can 
take my Section 8 voucher and replace that with a down payment 
on a home? 

Mr. LIU. Not a down payment, but it can help to defray your 
monthly mortgage costs. It can help underwrite the mortgage. 

Ms. CARSON OF INDIANA. Okay, question. If I am in a Section 8 
qualified unit that is being provided for by Section 8, and I want 
to buy that unit, I can use that voucher to buy the unit that I am 
in? 

Mr. LIU. If the owner wants to sell it to you; if you can come up 
with an agreement with the owner. 

Ms. CARSON OF INDIANA. I do not want to belabor the point. I 
was just trying to understand it. But it does not apply to somebody 
that is not a current Section 8 recipient. For example, this high 
rate of unemployment in my district; high rate of foreclosures in 

VerDate 0ct 09 2002 10:09 Jun 29, 2004 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00033 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 G:\DOCS\88663.TXT FIN1 PsN: MICAH



24

my district in Indianapolis remain unabated, and people are losing 
their homes through no fault of their own. The jobs are vanishing. 

Mr. LIU. I see. 
Ms. CARSON OF INDIANA. Could they become instantly eligible for 

Section 8 to use the money for a mortgage payment? 
Mr. LIU. No. 
Ms. CARSON OF INDIANA. It would be a damned good idea. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
Chairman NEY. Would you like to ask another question? 
Ms. CARSON OF INDIANA. I am through. Thank you, Mr. Chair-

man. I yield back. Thank you very much. 
Chairman NEY. Ms. Waters? 
Ms. WATERS. No, I suppose that my question was answered in 

my absence, about the administering of the program. If not, I will 
talk with you about it at a later date. But let me just say this, even 
though my chairman is sitting here and he is carrying the bill, this 
bill is scaring the living daylights out of a lot of people. We do not 
know what it means. Some of us are afraid that this is the first 
step toward the dismantlement of HUD, and that worries us an 
awful lot. And so, we are going to have to fight and oppose the di-
rection of my good friend’s legislation. It will be a friendly fight, 
but it is going to be a tough one. We just do not think that a 
change of this magnitude is in the best interests of the folks who 
need the program out there. 

Chairman NEY. I thank the gentlelady. I would note there are 
going to be 50 minutes worth of votes, so the chair would note that 
some members may have additional questions for the panel, which 
they wish to submit in writing. Without objection, the hearing 
record will remain open for 30 days for members to submit written 
questions, and for the witnesses to place their response in the 
record. 

The hearing is adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 3:50 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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THE SECTION 8 HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM: 

PROMOTING DECENT AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING FOR FAMILIES AND 

INDIVIDUALS WHO RENT—DAY 2

Tuesday, June 10, 2003

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND 

COMMUNITY OPPORTUNITY, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES, 

Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:00 a.m., in Room 

2128, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Robert W. Ney [Chair-
man of the subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Ney, Green, Bereuter, Miller of Cali-
fornia, Hart, Tiberi, Waters, Velazquez, Carson, Lee, Watt, Clay, 
Miller of North Carolina, Scott, and Davis. Also present was Rep-
resentatives Ryun and McCotter. 

Chairman NEY. I want to welcome you. Today the subcommittee 
holds the second in a series of hearing to examine the Rental 
Vouchers Program and the various proposals intended to make the 
program more efficient and cost effective. 

The Housing Choice Voucher Program is HUD’s largest program, 
both in terms of annual budget authority and units under contract, 
and it is currently administered by approximately 2,600 State and 
local agencies. 

While the costs of the program remains sound, the program has 
often been criticized for its inefficiency. More than a billion dollars 
is recaptured from the program every year despite long waiting 
lists for vouchers in many communities. I think, frankly, that re-
capture probably is what has stirred this debate. 

The rising costs of the Section 8 program and some of the admin-
istrative concerns have caused many in Congress and the adminis-
tration to conclude that the program is in need of reform. Last 
month the administration appeared before this subcommittee to 
discuss the housing assistance for needy families, or HANF, pro-
posal as outlined in its fiscal year 2002 budget proposal. 

On May 2, 2003, HUD Assistant Secretary Michael Liu testified 
that States would be able to make more timely and informed policy 
funding decisions based on local need and market conditions as 
compared to administrators in Washington, D.C. These decisions 
include moving unused funding to heavy demand areas of the State 
at any given time during the fiscal year and tailoring the program 
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to better address the practices of the local market and needs of the 
community. 

Our two panels today, and I want to welcome the panels, consist 
of tenants, local public housing authorities, the industry groups di-
rectly affected by Section 8 programs. I look forward to hearing the 
different perspectives, and would like to welcome all of our distin-
guished witnesses as we continue to discuss the ways to improve 
America’s community and strengthen housing opportunities for all 
of its citizens. 

I also want to note that I have done a bill by request to the ad-
ministration to get the whole issue out there for discussion pur-
poses, without a conclusion frankly on my part in either direction. 
Also it is the goal of the subcommittee, and we have talked with 
the ranking member, Ms. Waters of California, to have a thorough 
discussion and debate on this issue and to have hearings not only 
here in the U.S. Capitol, which we appreciate you all coming the 
distance that you have, but also take the hearings out to commu-
nities both large and small, in varied parts of the United States to 
also receive input so that more people will be able to attend that 
hearing process, and our ranking member will be here. 

Right now I will defer for an opening statement to Mr. Scott of 
Georgia. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Robert W. Ney can be found on 
page 174 in the appendix.] 

Mr. SCOTT. Thank you very much, Chairman Ney. I appreciate 
this opportunity. Let me commend you for your continuous hard 
work on this issue, and thank you for holding this important hear-
ing today regarding the Section 8 program and the administration’s 
proposal to change this important program. 

I also wanted to thank the distinguished panel of witnesses that 
we have today. Thank you for coming and giving your testimony. 

First, let me say, Chairman Ney, that I believe that no Federal 
program should be sacrosanct. From time to time Congress should 
ask if a particular policy is working and if it can be improved. Now, 
with that being said, I cannot understand how block granting the 
Section 8 program will help or improve the current system which 
provides housing opportunities for needy families. 

In my State of Georgia, nearly 200,000 low income people are 
served under the Section 8 program through approximately 200 
local housing authorities. These officials understand at the local 
level the local real estate markets, the local housing issues far bet-
ter than our good friends, the good folks at the State Capitol. 

And, finally, I am concerned about the effect that changes to the 
Section 8 program would have on residents who are moved out of 
communities as part of the HOPE VI Revitalization Project. Sev-
eral questions certainly need to be addressed here today, and one 
of which to housing authorities is this: How would the hypothetical 
block granting of the Section 8 program affect the overall operation 
of your housing authority? 

That to me is the fundamental question we have got to answer 
today. It just seems to me that this process is working. We have 
to really answer the question, why these changes, and will our local 
communities be better impacted for this. 
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I have some serious questions on that, Mr. Chairman, and I look 
forward to this very interesting discussion this morning. Thank 
you. 

Chairman NEY. I want to thank the gentleman from Georgia for 
his statement, and I will defer now to Mr. Green of Wisconsin. 

Mr. GREEN. No opening statement. 
Chairman NEY. Thank you. Mr. Miller. 
Mr. MILLER OF NORTH CAROLINA. No. 
Chairman NEY. Mr. Bereuter. 
Mr. BEREUTER. No. 
Chairman NEY. With that, I also I would like to submit for the 

record a Statement, without objection, the Statement from the Na-
tional Association of Realtors and the Institute of Real Estate Man-
agement, to the subcommittee. Hearing no objection, it is part of 
the record. 

[The following information can be found on page 272 and 276 in 
the appendix.] 

Chairman NEY. I would also note to the witnesses there is 5 min-
utes allotted time. When the clock turns yellow, you have got about 
a minute left. When it turns red, it will conclude your testimony. 
But we would also accept, without objection, hearing no objection, 
all of your written testimony for the record. 

So the 5 minutes is basically just to summarize, and then it will 
be open to questions from the Members. On Panel I, I want to wel-
come Panel I, Terri Ceaser is the first Section 8 voucher tenant ap-
pointed to serve on the Board of Directors of the Virginia Housing 
Development Authority. She is enrolled full time in a Master’s pro-
gram for career and community counseling with an expected grad-
uation date of December 2004. Early congratulations on your grad-
uation. 

Ms. Telissa Dowling is the President of the Resident Advisory 
Board of the New Jersey Department of Community Affairs. The 
board represents 19,000 voucher holders throughout New Jersey. 
Ms. Dowling also serves as a member of the Board of the National 
Low Income Coalition. 

Craig Garrelts has been the Executive Director of the Hocking 
Metropolitan Housing Authority—great county I would note in the 
State of Ohio, and a great district in the 18th—for over 19 years. 
He received the 1997 National Award of Merit and Program Inno-
vation in Affordable Housing from the National Leased Housing 
Association, on whose behalf he is appearing today. Also, Secretary 
Martinez recently paid us a visit down to Hocking County. 

Andrew Showe, Vice President of Showe Management Corpora-
tion based in Columbus, Ohio, where he works with 60 projects in 
a Section 8 program. He is an Ohio licensed real estate broker and 
a certified assisted housing manager. He also serves on the Board 
of the Ohio Apartment Association. 

Barbara Thompson is the Executive Director of the National 
Council of State Housing Agencies. 

I want to welcome all of the people here to testify today. Appre-
ciate you coming to the United States Capitol. We will begin with 
Ms. Ceaser. 
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STATEMENT OF TERRI CEASER, TENANT, HOPEWELL, 
VIRGINIA 

Ms. CEASER. Chairman Ney, Ranking Member Waters, other 
members of the subcommittee. I am Terri Ceaser, and I live in 
Prince George County, Virginia. Thank you for your invitation to 
address you this morning. 

I am here today as a Section 8 tenant, not representing an orga-
nization or agency. I have had the good fortune to be a recipient 
of the Section 8 voucher issued by Prince George County Housing 
Authority since 1994. I was first approved for a voucher and was 
placed on a waiting list for a voucher in 1990. I had separated from 
my husband and was employed as a secretary at Prince George 
High School. I was not receiving any child support and did not earn 
enough money to afford rents on decent housing. 

We lived in a house that was too small, in poor condition, ex-
posed electrical wiring, dangling pipes and an unsafe porch. When 
my name came up to the top of the list and I was issued a housing 
voucher, I was able to move my children to a decent, affordable 
home in a safe neighborhood. 

This is the home at which I have raised my children. My oldest 
graduated from college this May. My middle child has finished his 
second year in college, and my youngest is in high school now. 

Not only are my children busy with their studies, but I am also 
hitting the books. I just completed a lifelong dream of obtaining a 
Bachelor’s Degree, and am enrolled full time in a Master’s program 
preparing myself for a career in community counseling. I will com-
plete graduate school in December 2004. 

While still in undergraduate school, I did a class project on the 
Section 8 housing voucher. Mrs. Hampton Wade, the Director of 
the Prince George Housing Authority was very helpful with this 
program. Sometime after I had completed my project, Ms. Wade 
recommended me for the position on the Virginia Housing Develop-
ment Authority Board of Commissioners. I was honored to be cho-
sen by Governor Warner to serve. 

My family’s story is an example of the success of the Section 8 
voucher program, but I did not want to give the impression that 
our life has been easy. Completing my education and making sure 
that my children do well in school requires choices and sacrifices. 
We must adhere to a very strict budget with no cushion, but the 
sacrifice is worth what we will achieve. Section 8 has afforded me 
the opportunity to provide my family with a stable and safe envi-
ronment. So I consider this a hand up, not a handout. 

I face each day with the determination to succeed, to improve my 
life and to continue to make a better life for my children. Section 
8 continues to make this possible, because decent affordable hous-
ing in a decent neighborhood is available. Knowing that I do not 
have to make a choice between feeding my family and paying rent 
is a tremendous weight that I bypass, all because of Section 8. 

I am not an expert on Federal housing policy, but I am expert 
on my family and my community. As such, I have very deep con-
cerns about HUD’s proposal to take the Federal Section 8 housing 
program that has a proven track record of success and currently 
helps 2 million families and turn it over to States that may not be 
able to do as well, much less even want to administer the program. 
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Under the program’s current structure, the Prince George Hous-
ing Authority administers 175 vouchers and has 100 percent utili-
zation rate since 1989. The Prince George Housing Authority has 
never turned back any voucher funds. Further, there are 110 fami-
lies on the waiting list in Prince George. We do not need to dis-
mantle our program and start over. What we need is more vouch-
ers. 

I want to call attention to three problems that I see in the HANF 
proposal. The first idea is that the housing voucher program needs 
to be to changed so it will be more like the welfare program TANF. 
This seems to be based on the mistaken notion that most people 
who receive Section 8 vouchers are also on TANF. In fact, the in-
come of most households that rely on vouchers to be able to afford 
housing comes from employment, pensions or disability income. 

Other concerns is one that will not affect me directly since the 
Governor has already made a commitment to ensuring tenant rep-
resentation on the State board. But some governors may not be in-
terested in the perspective of tenants and may do away with the 
current requirement as far as Section 8. 

My single largest worry is that there is no assurance that the 
program will continue to be funded at a level that will keep up 
with rising housing costs. The point of the Section 8 housing vouch-
er program is to make sure that low income housing people can af-
ford to live in a decent house. If you approve this proposal, Section 
8 vouchers could end up with their current homes being 
unaffordable and having to move to poor quality housing in unsafe 
neighborhoods, causing disruption in jobs and schooling. 

I hope that each of you will take a careful look at this proposal 
and what it could do to our community. Once you do this, I am sure 
you will agree that this is a bad idea. 

Thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts. 
[The prepared statement of Terri Ceaser can be found on page 

179 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. I want to thank you. Next witness. 

STATEMENT OF TELISSA DOWLING, PRESIDENT, RESIDENT 
ADVISORY BOARD, NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF COMMU-
NITY AFFAIRS 

Ms. DOWLING. Good morning, Chairman Ney, Ranking Member 
Waters and members of the subcommittee. I am very honored to 
testify about the Section 8 program. I am testifying today on my 
own behalf. I will not be telling you that the voucher program is 
perfect, but I know from personal experience how the voucher pro-
gram can help low income people find stable housing and better 
their lives. 

I first received a voucher in 1996 from the New Jersey Depart-
ment of Community Affairs through its transitional housing pro-
gram. I now reside in Guttenberg, where both my daughter and I 
were able to improve our educational opportunities. My daughter 
is 14 years old now and is already talking about going to college. 

When I first received my voucher, I was on public assistance and 
homeless. But within a year I was able to leave the welfare pro-
gram with the help of the Section 8. It gave my life the stability 
I needed to be able to attend school, and my studies helped my 
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community work service at the Public Housing Authority into a job. 
So I was able to leave welfare. 

I received my associate’s degree in public policy and urban stud-
ies in 2000. I recently became a program manager of a housing re-
source center. Without a voucher I would not have been able to get 
my degree. I might not have a job, and my daughter and I would 
still be homeless. 

My studies also gave me the knowledge and confidence to partici-
pate as a tenant. When the New Jersey Department of Community 
Affairs announced the formation of a resident advisory board as re-
quired by the Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act of 
1998, I understood that this would be the opportunity for me to 
provide input. I was elected as President of my RAB in 2001 and 
serve now on behalf of 19,000 voucher holders. I now serve on the 
boards of the National Low Income Housing Coalition and 
ENPHRONT, a national public housing residents’ organization. 

From my experience the proposal to change the voucher program 
into a block grant to the States is a bad idea, to say the least. 
First, I do not want States to have that kind of flexibility that the 
block grant proposal will allow. I know that it is important to hold 
on to rules that the Federal Government has established so that 
taxpayers and Congress will know that the money is being used 
well to help those most in need. Turning the program into a block 
grant would give States so much flexibility that it will be detri-
mental to the very people that the Federal housing assistance is 
supposed to help. 

Another problem with the block grant is its effects on the oppor-
tunity for tenants to provide input. Under the block grant, States 
would not be required to have a resident advisory board. My State 
has obviously done the right thing already, but other States may 
not be as enlightened as mine. 

I also do not believe that having States administer both TANF 
and the block grant will guarantee good coordination. Additionally, 
only approximately 13 percent of the people receiving vouchers are 
even on welfare. 

One program that helps voucher tenants improve their economic 
circumstances is the Family Self-Sufficiency Program. FSS provides 
subsidized savings in case management for voucher tenants seek-
ing better employment opportunities. But States will not be re-
quired to continue this program under the block grant. 

My experience has shown me that the poorest people have the 
most trouble affording housing, but the block grant would allow 
States to reduce the percentage of extremely low income people ad-
mitted to the program from the current 75 percent to 55 percent. 

It is also very important to me and other voucher holders that 
we do not have to pay too much of our limited income in rent. But 
the block grant would change the general rent standards, and ten-
ants could be required or would be required to pay significantly 
more than 30 percent of their income for rent. 

Another problem is whether tenant based rental assistance 
under the block grant would be able to help people live in better 
neighborhoods. The subsidy that the States would pay might not be 
enough to let tenants live in neighborhoods that have better hous-
ing, schools, and job opportunities. 
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My biggest worry is that the funding of the block grant will not 
keep up with the need over time, and that could cause States with 
even good intentions to have to make changes that would hurt ten-
ants in the program. The block grant will divorce Congress from di-
rect responsibility for individual vouchers, making it easier for 
Congress to avoid keeping up with the real increases in housing 
costs. 

For all of these reasons, I respectfully and strongly recommend 
that Congress continue the current system of allocating specific 
numbers of vouchers to local and State housing agencies under the 
general framework that exists today. 

There are some ways to improve the voucher program without 
turning it into a block grant, and I testified about some of these 
improvements last year. I hope that you will consider improve-
ments to the program that are not as radical, risky and insensitive 
as the block grant. 

Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Telissa Dowling can be found on page 

183 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. I want to thank you. Next, Mr. Garrelts. 

STATEMENT OF CRAIG A. GARRELTS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
HOCKING METROPOLITAN HOUSING AUTHORITY, LOGAN, 
OHIO, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL LEASED HOUSING AS-
SOCIATION 

Mr. GARRELTS. Mr. Chairman, and the members of the sub-
committee, my name is Craig Garrelts. I am the Executive Director 
of Hocking Metropolitan Housing located in Logan, Ohio. I am rep-
resenting the National Leased Housing Association, whose mem-
bers include owners, managers of Section 8 housing, as well as 
public housing agencies that administer the Section 8 voucher pro-
gram. 

We appreciate the opportunity to testify on H.R. 1841, the ad-
ministration’s block grant, or HANF program, which is proposed as 
a replacement for the Section 8 voucher program. 

We urge the subcommittee to reject this proposal. It is a rash 
proposal, advanced under the guise of reform, that can damage a 
form of housing assistance that has had decades of bipartisan sup-
port. 

The Section 8 subsidy has been a powerful and versatile tool for 
almost 30 years. It can serve the very poorest who need substantial 
help, to helping those who only need shallow assistance to live in 
affordable and decent housing. 

Among its specialized functions, Section 8 has been used to re-
place older forms of subsidies that are less flexible, and in the proc-
ess has preserved older projects and improved affordability for ten-
ants. All told, over 1.9 million families receive rental assistance 
from the Section 8 certificate program. 

The Section 8 program has been the most successful housing as-
sistance program of any housing program at any time. The major 
problem we have with the program is we just don’t have enough 
of it. Recently, it became quite a common complaint that not all of 
the funds appropriated each year have been used. 
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Until this year, appropriations were sized based on an assump-
tion that every authorized voucher would be used for a full 12 
months. No one expected this to occur, and the funds were rou-
tinely recaptured and rescinded. The recisions reduced the cost of 
each year’s appropriations to the amount actually used for the pro-
gram. So there was no ongoing adverse fiscal impact from this 
method of calculating appropriations. 

When a problem did arise it was the result of disagreements with 
the appropriation committees and taking the recisions to offset 
nonhousing appropriations. For fiscal year 2003, and presumably 
beyond, the appropriators have taken actions to minimize recap-
tures, and therefore the potential loss to housing programs of the 
Section 8 recisions being allocated for other uses. 

But today we are more interested not in the recaptures or the 
recisions, but trying to help as many families as possible use the 
authorized level of vouchers assigned to each community. Here, ac-
tion by the voucher administrator and HUD has steadily improved 
utilization rates. Industry groups and HUD have encouraged ad-
ministrators, primarily local housing authorities, to take aggressive 
steps to increase leasing rates. National utilization rates have risen 
from 91 percent 2 years ago to 95.3 percent as of this January. 

We look forward to improving upon this in the future. By no 
means is this current program a failure. However, we believe the 
proposed HANF program, if enacted, would be a failure. HUD says 
the Section 8 program has grown too complex and that by block 
granting the program to the States it would be simpler. On the 
contrary, if this proposal is enacted, the current Section 8 program 
would remain the major program for several years, with all of the 
so-called complexity. And one or two additional programs with dif-
ferent rules would coexist with the program. How would this be 
simpler? 

To illustrate, all tenant-based voucher holders would be grand-
fathered for 5 years under the terms and conditions of the Section 
8 program. Holders of project based vouchers and those receiving 
home ownership assistance would be grandfathered for 10 or more 
years under the old rules. Assuming 1.9 million families are grand-
fathered and the annual turnover rate is 10 percent, at the end of 
the first year 1.71 million voucher holders would still be covered 
under the current system, while 190,000 vouchers would be turned 
over to the States for the block grant program. At the end of year 
5 we would still have 1.1 million vouchers under the current pro-
gram, and about 800,000 that have gone over to the block grant 
program. 

HUD complains that the Section 8 program requires it to deal 
with a large number of local public housing agencies. These are the 
local hands on administrators who, among their many duties, 
screen and select tenants, check their incomes, find a deal with 
landlords who agree to participate in the program. They inspect the 
unit for housing quality standards and lead-based paint require-
ments, determine maximum subsidies within the HUD established 
parameters, and select and negotiate with owners who wish to par-
ticipate in the project-based program. 

The Section 8 program as it currently exists requires that public 
housing authorities be the administrators. The language of H.R. 
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1841 would result in the continuation of this administrative struc-
ture for the grandfather vouchers, with the exception that an addi-
tional layer with associated costs would be added. 

The movement of funds from HUD to the State to a new admin-
istrator and then the landlords would extend the process. We are 
then more really worried what is going to happen to the families. 

Mr. GREEN. [Presiding.] Mr. Garrelts, if you could summarize 
your testimony. The red light has gone on. We will, of course, be 
reading your full written testimony as well. 

Mr. GARRELTS. Our final concern is with the families, because 
the change within the program, changing from the basic rent of 30 
percent of adjusted income to 30 percent of gross income would 
have a tremendous impact upon the individual families. And an ex-
ample cited in our testimony, the net result would be a 25 percent 
increase in rent to the families. 

We are also concerned about making sure that we have landlords 
participate in the program. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Garrelts, I need you to wind your testimony up. 
We have other witnesses we need to get to as well. 

Mr. GARRELTS. Thank you. On behalf of National Leased Hous-
ing, we appreciate the opportunity to testify today. 

[The prepared statement of Craig A. Garrelts can be found on 
page 198 in the appendix.] 

Mr. GREEN. Great. Thank you. I apologize for having to cut you 
off. 

Before I turn to Mr. Showe, I would like to turn to the ranking 
member of the subcommittee, Ms. Waters, for her opening state-
ment at this time. 

Ms. WATERS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I appreciate the opportunity to get my statement on the record. 

I do know that you want to move on with the testimony. However, 
it is important that as we move into this very, very difficult area 
and address the proposal of the administration that everyone is 
clear on how we stand on this. 

The housing choice voucher, commonly referred to as Section 8, 
named after the section of the U.S. Housing Act that authorized it, 
is the largest Federal low income housing assistance program. The 
Section 8 voucher program currently serves about 2 million fami-
lies at an annual cost of over $12 billion. Some 2,600 housing agen-
cies, mostly local, administer the program. H.R. 1841, the Housing 
Assistance to Needy Families legislation, would convert the Section 
8 voucher program to a block grant, transferring its administration 
to the 50 States, and giving them discretion over allocation of 
funds, directly or indirectly. 

Section 8 supports over 4 million apartments. Roughly 1 in 7 
renters nationwide benefit from some form of Section 8 assistance. 
Of the 4 million Section 8 households, about 35 percent, or 1.4 mil-
lion, have portable vouchers. The HANF proposal would fundamen-
tally change the Federal funding system for tenant based housing 
assistance, from one based on actual cost to a block grant that sim-
ply distributes Federal appropriations among States. 

With the passage of HUD’s funding year 2003 budget, block 
granting the program to States for this reason is unnecessary as 
the problem of under utilized vouchers has already been addressed. 
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If funding levels fall behind the program’s needs, as likely will 
occur, States will either have to contribute their own funds to the 
program or reduce assistance to low income families and elderly 
and disabled individuals. 

A National Association of Redevelopment Officials report shows 
States would face a 1.1 billion to 1.8 billion in costs to close the 
funding gap created by the administration’s block grant proposal. 
California represents a large component of the Section 8 program, 
with 14 percent of the Nation’s vouchers and 16 percent of the Na-
tion’s leased vouchers. I am concerned that assistance to families 
currently participating in California’s Section 8 programs would be 
jeopardized under the new proposal. 

Under the current Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program in 
California, the average per family rental assistance cost per year 
is approximately $8,364. The funding shortfall for California to 
cover 87,018 low income families is at $8,364 per family, and for 
over a 5-year period would equal $727,878,552. 

My question to this administration is, what happens to working 
families who cannot afford decent apartments under this proposal 
if States implement a time limit? Only 20 percent of housing choice 
voucher holders receive welfare benefits. The other 80 percent rely 
on earned income, pensions or disability income. The need for hous-
ing assistance is driven by local housing market conditions and 
rental housing cost inflation. So using the TANF model is inappro-
priate. 

The uncertainty of block grant funding could have a greater im-
pact on the use of vouchers to support home ownership. Vouchers 
can only be used to support home mortgages to the extent that 
mortgage lenders are confident that funding will continue to be 
available for the length of the mortgage. 

Again, I do not believe that a block grant to the States is the best 
way to realize improvements in Section 8 program, and we need to 
continue this dialogue to find solutions that work. 

I thank you for the opportunity to put that on the record, Mr. 
Chairman. I will yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GREEN. I thank the gentlelady for her opening statement. 
And we would turn to Mr. Showe to resume testimony from the 
panel. 

STATEMENT OF ANDREW SHOWE, VICE PRESIDENT, SHOWE 
MANAGEMENT CORPORATION, COLUMBUS, OHIO, ON BE-
HALF OF THE NATIONAL MULTI HOUSING COUNCIL, NA-
TIONAL APARTMENT ASSOCIATION, AND COLUMBUS APART-
MENT ASSOCIATION 

Mr. SHOWE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Waters 
and distinguished members of the subcommittee. My name is An-
drew Showe. I am Vice President of Showe Management Corpora-
tion, past President of the Columbus Apartment Association, and 
current member of the board of Ohio Apartment Associations, and 
a member of the National Apartment Association. 

I am also a member of the National Multi Housing Council, a na-
tional association representing the Nation’s larger and most promi-
nent apartment firms, and NMHC operates a joint legislative pro-
gram with the NAA, an industry group representing over 30,000 
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apartment executives and professionals. It is my pleasure to testify 
today on behalf of both organizations. 

NMHC and NAA commend you, Chairman Ney, for your leader-
ship, and we thank the members of the subcommittee for your val-
uable work in addressing affordable rental housing in America. We 
also commend the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Secretary, Mel Martinez, and the administration for their in-
terest in improving the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Pro-
gram. 

We too believe it is critical to meet the housing needs of low and 
moderate income families and believe that improving the Section 8 
program is a central part of meeting these needs. However, we 
urge Congress and HUD to enact reforms to the existing Section 
8 program that will encourage apartment owner participation and 
in turn increase housing availability to voucher holders. 

Although it is well intentioned, we think HANF will not reduce 
the administrative costs to participating property owners and will 
not maximize program benefits for residents. Instead, the proposed 
legislation could create new obstacles to apartment owner partici-
pation without alleviating existing burdens. The net result can be 
fewer available apartments for voucher residents. 

We wholeheartedly support the Section 8 program as a means for 
private housing owners to provide affordable rental housing for 
families who need it. We believe that more apartment owners 
would participate if the cost of renting to voucher residents were 
more comparable to the costs of serving unsubsidized residents. We 
propose the following recommendations to achieve this goal. 

First, we urge continued funding for the existing program struc-
ture administered by HUD. Historically many criticized the Section 
8 appropriation structure because too much funding remained un-
used each year. Effective this year, Congress enacted changes to 
minimize recaptures, and, moreover, national utilization rates have 
risen to nearly 96 percent. We believe that the existing successful 
appropriations structure should be supported, and we have consid-
erable concerns about a proposed State level funding structure in 
HANF. 

Next, we propose speeding up the move-in process by amending 
the inspection procedures. We propose allowing PHAs to conduct 
unit inspections within 60 days after the resident moves in. PHAs 
could also conduct building-wide rather than unit by unit inspec-
tions in certain cases, and rely upon recent inspections. 

Alternatively, PHAs initially could inspect a representative sam-
ple of units in order to certify that the building and communities 
are eligible. This would reward well managed properties and allow 
PHAs to focus their scarce resources elsewhere. 

The apartment industry relies on seamless turnover, and delays 
caused by unit by unit inspections deter participation. As proposed, 
Section 11 of the bill would extend the existing inspection require-
ment to HANF, and do nothing to fix the lost revenue problem. 

Finally, we urge HUD to enact a more efficient process for PHAs 
to apply for higher fair market rents that are more reflective of 
submarket rents. We also propose program changes that will allow 
PHAs to raise the payment standard to 120 percent of FMR with-
out HUD approval and afford PHAs an increased flexibility to re-
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quest higher payment standards when necessary. FMRs must be 
set high enough to encourage owners’ participation, and in turn 
create a sufficient supply of apartments and choices for voucher 
holders. 

We thank HUD for raising the current FMR level to the 50th 
percentile in 39 high cost areas, but that level is insufficient in 
areas with outdated FMRs and in certain high cost submarkets. In 
many areas of my home State of Ohio, FMRs have not been up-
dated in years and are well below market rent in both high cost 
and moderately priced areas. 

In summary, we believe that the existing Section 8 program with 
improvements I have just noted will make affordable housing more 
affordable to more Americans. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Andrew Showe can be found on page 
260 in the appendix.] 

Mr. GREEN. Thank you for your testimony. Ms. Thompson, wel-
come. 

STATEMENT OF BARBARA J. THOMPSON, EXECUTIVE DIREC-
TOR, NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE HOUSING AGENCIES 

Ms. THOMPSON. Thank you, Representative Green, Ranking 
Member Waters, and members of the subcommittee. Thank you for 
the opportunity to testify on the administration’s proposal to block 
grant Section 8 voucher funding to the States. I am Barbara 
Thompson, Executive Director of the National Council of State 
Housing Agencies. 

Mr. Chairman, NNCSHA is grateful to Chairman Ney for step-
ping forward in defense of the low income housing tax credit when 
it was threatened by the administration’s dividend tax relief pro-
posal. Thanks to his intervention and that of Representative Frank 
and many other members of this subcommittee, housing credit 
apartment production is protected under the recently enacted tax 
bill. 

Now, we ask your help in enacting the Housing Bond and Credit 
Modernization and Fairness Bill, H.R. 284. This bill repeals the 
MRB 10-year rule, updates MRB purchase price limits, and makes 
housing credit development viable in very low income communities. 
We thank the Chairman and the 20 other members of this sub-
committee who have cosponsored H.R. 284. If you have not cospon-
sored this legislation, we urge you to join the 253 House Members 
who have and urge your House leaders to enact it in tax bill this 
year. 

NNCSHA also is grateful to Chairman Ney for introducing the 
Housing Assistance for Needy Families Act. NNCSHA neither sup-
ports nor opposes this legislation, but we believe it deserves Con-
gress’ full consideration. NNCSHA supports a voucher block grant 
in concept. However, we have taken a neutral stance on the admin-
istration’s plan because of our serious concerns about the adequacy 
of the program funding and flexibility it proposes. 

Section 8 vouchers are one of our most important affordable 
housing tools, but the voucher program is not meeting its potential. 
Its complex rules and regulations block innovation, drive up costs, 
discourage private sector involvement, and confuse customers and 
administrators. 
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The decentralization of funding to more than 2,500 PHAs com-
plicates program administration, increases costs, prevents max-
imum utilization of funds and frustrates regional and statewide 
housing strategies. If implemented with sufficient funding and 
flexibility, HANF could resolve many of the current program’s prob-
lems and create new opportunities for voucher use. 

States have the capacity to administer the voucher program. 
States possess a multi-decade record of responsibility, effectiveness, 
and accountability in administering tens of billions of dollars in 
housing assistance. They possess statewide sophisticated financial 
asset management and administrative oversight capability. Many 
States already administer Section 8. 

States are uniquely positioned to administer Federal housing re-
sources. They understand local housing needs and markets, while 
bringing a State and regional perspective to problems that cannot 
be solved within municipal boundaries. States can ensure housing 
funding is applied where it is most needed and integrated with 
other public investments in their communities. 

Moreover, States have the ability to bring together State agen-
cies and resources. State agencies are partners, for example, with 
welfare agencies to coordinate TANF funds with housing assist-
ance. The voucher program, adequately funded and rationally regu-
lated, would benefit from State administration. 

States’ knowledge of local housing markets, access to other hous-
ing and nonhousing resources, ability to respond to changing local 
circumstances and prioritizing needs across States would overcome 
many of the voucher program’s current limitations. 

Federal oversight would be more efficiently concentrated on 50 
entities. However, HANF must not be an underfunded mandate. 
We urge Congress to safeguard vouchers and the low income fami-
lies who depend on them by authorizing mandatory voucher spend-
ing in an amount at least adequate to finance all currently author-
ized vouchers. Authorizing legislation must also specify that funds 
would be adjusted annually to cover cost increases. 

To work HANF must be a flexible program. It must be free from 
unnecessary and burdensome Federal requirements. HUD regula-
tion must be limited to that necessary to assure nondiscrimination 
and accountability for the use of funds to achieve goals Congress 
sets. Performance standards must not compel States to respond to 
Federal priorities rather than their own. 

In conclusion, exploring ways to improve the Section 8 voucher 
program is timely and appropriate. A block grant to the States 
merits Congress’ examination and NNCSHA is available to assist 
you in that effort. 

Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Barbara Thompson can be found on 

page 265 in the appendix.] 
Mr. GREEN. And thank you, and thank all of the members for 

their testimony. I will begin with questions. 
Ms. Thompson, you indicated that your organization supports 

voucherizing in concept, but you were neutral on this particular 
proposal. What would your organization support? What is it that 
you would like to see in a voucher program that you would sup-
port? 
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Ms. THOMPSON. We believe this proposal, the idea of block grant-
ing the voucher program at least deserves a serious look. We feel, 
however, that this proposal, the administration’s proposal, fails to 
do two essential things: One, to assure States that they would have 
adequate funding. We share the concerns of all of the panelists 
here that what the administration has proposed would not protect 
States from funding cuts over time, and that is unacceptable. 

In addition, it does not give States the flexibility they would 
truly need to achieve the efficiencies that the administration be-
lieves a voucher block grant would achieve. So we would need to 
see guaranteed funding, mandatory spending, which has been done 
under other programs like the TANF program, for example. States 
would need to know from year to year that they were going to get 
sufficient funds, not only to provide for the families who currently 
receive them, but to cover increased costs over time. And, frankly, 
we would like to see new voucher program money in this program. 
No new vouchers have been appropriated by Congress for several 
years, yet only one in four families qualified to receive voucher help 
gets it. 

So our view is let’s fund the program, not only at a level that 
will cover families who currently receive the assistance, but let’s 
grow this program to meet the need. 

Mr. GREEN. So to summarize, you are looking for more money 
and more flexibility? 

Ms. THOMPSON. Lots more money and lots more flexibility. 
Mr. GREEN. You added the lots into that. 
What I would invite you to do is take a look at the specifics of 

the proposal from the administration, and if you could supply to us 
some written suggestions and language suggestions, I think that 
would be useful as we go through this process. 

Ms. THOMPSON. I would be pleased to do that. 
Mr. GREEN. Thank you. Mr. Garrelts, what recommendations 

would you have with respect to the current program that would 
make it more effective, more cost effective and more efficient in its 
administration? 

Mr. GARRELTS. Well, the current program, the housing authori-
ties are the primary administrators, and we are the local—being 
the local administrators, we have to work day to day with the land-
lords and the tenants. There is a basic cost there to the program 
that can’t be avoided. We do have the management of the actual 
case for each individual client.We do have to do all of the contracts 
with the landlords. We have the requirements to maintain updated 
computer systems that communicate data to the Federal Govern-
ment. Our basic program, especially in my area, which is a very 
rural area, there is not a whole lot of fat in the program to be done. 

There is a discussion within the HANF program to reduce the 
number of inspections, and I understand that landlords may like 
that but our experience has been that we especially work with a 
lot of mom and pop type landlords. And if they can avoid repairs, 
they will do so. 

But our annual inspections assure that those properties are 
maintained. That is a cost to the program, but we need to continue 
forward for doing annual inspections of those units if we want to 
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keep good housing stock. So the basics of the program, at least at 
the local level, there is not a whole lot of fat to be cut out. 

Mr. GREEN. I am not necessarily suggesting that cutting fat is 
what we are looking at as much as making the program operate 
more smoothly. Is it your testimony that we can’t enact reforms 
that make it operate more efficiently and more cost effectively? 

Mr. GARRELTS. If we would allow, again at the local level, the in-
dividual communities to address the variances in the markets at 
the local level with some HUD oversight for doing variances for, as 
was mentioned about fair market rents, that is an issue. In my 
case we have experienced a very tight market where we have an 
inadequate supply of housing, allowing us to adjust our fair market 
rents high enough to generate new construction because we are 
not—I will use our example—in the last 10 years we had an 11 
percent growth of our population. During that period of time, that 
amounted to 1,100 families added to our community. During that 
period of time we only had 47 new apartments built. The fair mar-
ket rent in our area was not high enough to generate enough inter-
est from local developers to build any more rental housing. Then 
we throw in the overall economic status of our community is that 
48 percent of our county are eligible for the program. Now, that is 
very typical in rural areas, is that we have—our median income is 
low. We do not have a lot of job opportunities available. Therefore, 
the rent burden is very high for families. So the flexibility needs 
to be at the local level so we can adjust, either by increasing our 
fair market rents so that new development can occur, or reducing 
it if we have plenty of housing stock available, reducing the fair 
market rent in order to fill the vacancies that exist. 

Mr. GREEN. Thank you. 
Ranking Member Waters, questions? 
Ms. WATERS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
How many panelists can tell me what their waiting lists are for 

Section 8 in that area? Do you have any idea? 
Ms. DOWLING. Good morning. I can give you an approximate 

number. Because we are a Statewide agency, we have roughly 
about at least 8- to 9,000 in different areas throughout the State. 
We roughly, I would say, have a good 17,000 on the waiting list as 
a total throughout the whole State. 

Ms. WATERS. That is what State? 
Ms. DOWLING. New Jersey. 
Ms. CEASER. Yes, ma’am. As far as Prince George County, Vir-

ginia is concerned, right now there are 110 families that we have 
on our waiting list. 

Ms. WATERS. 110 families? 
Ms. CEASER. Yes, ma’am. 
Mr. GARRELTS. In our community, because of the very tight mar-

ket condition, when I say we have no waiting list it is a little mis-
leading, is because we are issuing vouchers upon demand when 
people walk in the front door. We have a hundred families every 
month searching for units. That is how we are able to maintain our 
hundred percent utilization, that although we are not maintaining 
a waiting list, that is because we put every one on the street to 
search. 

Ms. WATERS. Thank you. 
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Ms. Thompson, do you have any information about waiting lists 
for Section 8 vouchers? 

Ms. THOMPSON. No specific information on specific States. I can 
tell you we constantly hear there is simply not enough assistance 
to meet the needs of families eligible for it. That is why we think 
it is so important to get beyond this discussion of simply maintain-
ing funding for the current families served. Why aren’t we also 
talking about trying to meet the needs of the many families who 
are not served? 

Ms. WATERS. How many of you believe that if this is block grant-
ed that your well-funded States with all of their balanced budgets 
are going to reduce the number of folks waiting for Section 8? How 
many believe that? 

Okay. Just to add to what you think, the State of California, we 
have a $350 billion deficit. Not only can we not take care of the 
many services, many of those services we have done well with over 
the years, I believe that that legislature would be looking to cut, 
reduce, do whatever they could to get that budget down. So I would 
not—so I certainly would not want this to be block granted to my 
State. 

Ms. THOMPSON. I would agree with that concern. And California, 
as you know, Congresswoman, is not the only State. Many States 
are facing very severe budget deficits. So we share your concern. 
Many, many States confront that. That is why we feel it is so es-
sential, and we could only support something like this if the fund-
ing was truly mandatory, funding that was guaranteed to flow from 
the Federal Government to the States in a sufficient amount to 
cover the needs of families in the program, new families getting 
into the program, and to cover increased costs over time. 

Otherwise, you are absolutely correct. The States could never as-
sume this. They cannot pay for this program. This would only work 
if the Federal Government continues to support it adequately, just 
administer it through the States. So we agree with you. That is one 
of the major reasons, Congresswoman, we have not endorsed this 
proposal. 

Ms. WATERS. Well, I want you to oppose it because—for every-
thing that you have said. I understand you are wanting to have a 
debate, but you know, I am afraid that this administration is try-
ing to literally get rid of too many programs that the people really 
rely on and that the States—we cannot count on the States to real-
ly continue these programs and administer these programs. In 
some cases, even through maybe not Section 8, but Head Start and 
others, they would actually siphon off the dollars from these pro-
grams to help reduce those deficits. 

I was reminded from a Californian I said 350. But it is $38 bil-
lion rather than 350. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 350 was the tax cut. 
Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, just one more thing. Everybody that 

I have listened to, and I haven’t heard everyone, talked about the 
fact that the vouchers are not keeping up with the real market 
rates out there, and I suspect that is true. Again, you know, Cali-
fornia is off the scale. I mean, the rents have just exploded. The 
cost of housing is just off the scale. So unless we increase the value 
of these vouchers, I don’t know how apartment owners are going 
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to make it. I think it is very important for everyone to continue to 
say that. 

It doesn’t matter whether they remain with the Federal Govern-
ment or, God forbid, if it you know transferred to the State, the 
fact of the matter is we need to increase the value of those vouch-
ers. Does everyone agree on that? 

Mr. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA. [Presiding.] The gentlelady’s time 
has expired. 

Thank you. Ms. Thompson, you commented that you expected a 
guarantee from the administration, and that is very difficult be-
cause that is our responsibility. We can set a program up but it has 
to be funded through the appropriators, and an example would be 
the Buyer Down Payment Assistance Program. We enacted a pro-
gram, but it has never been appropriated, so we have never been 
able to benefit from this program. 

Looking at the things that were mentioned, I mean the concern 
about the program, the shortages, I know, Ms. Waters, when we 
had a hearing last year, Los Angeles County came forward and 
said their vacancy factor was 3 percent, which meant that they 
were a hundred percent occupied. The conclusion I drew at that 
point was you have got X amount of vouchers chasing a limited 
amount of units. 

And Barney Frank and I introduced a bill, H.R. 1985, which in-
creases the FHA loan limits for multifamily, hoping in some way 
to move people into a place they own. And I think I like the Down 
Payment Assistance Program, the concept of taking a person who 
is reliant upon renting a unit and knowing that their rents con-
tinue to increase—as you stated, they have in the marketplace year 
after year—if we can give those people a voucher and let them buy 
a home, then their rents are capped at a certain limit until they 
own that unit. That is how I think you create more Section 8 hous-
ing out there, if you can get people to a situation, whether we do 
it with FHA limits, and we can help them with vouchers through 
the HUD program to go out and buy their own home, that they can 
take pride in and say this is mine until I die and leave it to my 
kids. 

But it gets them off the system, because if you look at a person 
who is relegated to Section 8 for 5 years or 10 years, you look at 
what they were paying originally, and 10 years later you look at 
what they are paying in rent. The concept of having that person’s 
rent remain consistent from the day they buy it, that is really in-
teresting to me, to be able to get somebody in a home. 

I was a developer for years. It is tough, and you talked about 
building units. The problem we have in many communities, I have 
seen, I know so many developers who try to do it, when they go 
a community and they say they want to build Section 8 housing 
there is an outcry from the neighbors in many cases. Yet when you 
have communities that would accept them, there is generally no va-
cant land. We passed a bill out of this committee on brownfields, 
allowing the local communities to take these polluted sites, to clean 
them up and we can build affordable housing within communities 
who want them and need them. But it appears to be a circle con-
versation here that we are trying to put people in units that just 
aren’t available. 
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But I would like to hear your opinion on the vouchers for people 
getting in new homes, be able to buy them. 

Ms. DOWLING. The only reason I say that is because this bill 
doesn’t even mention anything about the Section 8 home ownership 
component at all. That was my question. What happens to that? 
Because last year we came and we spoke about that. How do we 
improve it? And now we have got people actually doing what they 
need to do as far as paying, cleaning up their credit reports, getting 
into schools, and because we are under the impression that we are 
going to take the Section 8 voucher and now become a home owner. 
We understand that it was for 15 years, but at least my mortgage 
would be paid. Now that is even taken off the table. 

Mr. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA. I hope the appropriations committee 
funds that this year. I think it is an extremely important program 
to get people into a home that they own. I am on the advisory 
board for a group called Hart, it is a nonprofit. They put about 
50,000 families, first time home owners, into homes. It is 100 per-
cent private dollars. They give them the down payment to help 
them get in the home. 

Ms. DOWLING. You know, God forbid if you block grant this pro-
gram, I can’t get a mortgage from anywhere if they don’t know if 
my funding is going to be paid the following year. So now you take 
my dream back from me. 

Mr. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA. I have to back up to what Ms. Wa-
ters said. There are some States I wouldn’t mind block granting, 
but it would scare me to death in California today. 

We have some funding in the Federal programs for seniors as an 
example that the last 2 years didn’t get passed through, because 
they didn’t have a budget on time, they get capped basically for 
cash flow purposes for the State. When the State finally passed a 
budget, some of these dollars tended to disappear, and that bothers 
me. But you know when we are looking at a program that almost 
10 percent is eaten up in administrative costs, that bothers me. 
That is a concern, because that seems like an excessive amount. 

And, yes, I know there is some people who own units need a lit-
tle oversight. But I don’t believe everybody is a bad renter. There 
is not everybody out there who owns units that when they get a 
call from their tenant will not acknowledge that there is a problem 
and fix it. 

Ms. DOWLING. But that is only being done because tenants are 
not allowed to be at the table, because you cannot tell 

me—in my area, that is what helped me a lot in the State of New 
Jersey. I am very fortunate because we have a State law that pro-
tects our Section 8 voucher holders where people can’t discriminate 
if they are renting to them. 

But our biggest thing was getting the word out to the residents. 
We had so many vouchers, and we need to hit the street to utilize 
these vouchers or the Federal Government is going to take the 
money back. And we went up from 78 percent utilization to 98 per-
cent overnight. And that——

Mr. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA. My time has expired. 
Ms. DOWLING. I was so excited about the fact that we had the 

law that gave us the opportunity to be at the table, and I think 
that is why we don’t need to block grant this program. We just 
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need to go back to what we put on the table. We worked 2 years 
to put some very good suggestions on the table about the Section 
8 program and all of the changes that have occurred, and we never 
even got the opportunity to see one of those changes implemented, 
and now you just want to do away with the program. 

Mr. MILLER. Thank you. Mr. Scott from Georgia. 
Mr. SCOTT. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate 

this. This is just a terrible, terrible idea, and it is my hope that 
we will not move forward with this effort. 

Mr. SCOTT. I served for, well, over 20-some years in the State 
legislature as Chairman of the Rules Committee and on the Budget 
Committee, and I can assure you that Ms. Waters is absolutely 
right, States will use this money any way they can, for anything 
other than for block granting. States are not equipped to handle 
this. We do not even have a Housing Department in the State of 
Georgia. Taking it and moving it away from the local communities 
is not the right thing to do. There are just so many areas; it re-
duces assistance to low-income, it weakens the low-income protec-
tions, it curtails tenant protections. It is just a bad, bad, bad piece 
of business. 

I certainly am sympathetic to your concerns, Ms. Thompson. I 
am glad to see that you are at least neutral on this issue. But I 
would say that the major argument of HUD, in terms of having to 
deal with 2,600 more entities, is really flimsy. That is what they 
are there for. They are a Federal agency. They are equipped to 
handle. They handle hundreds of thousands of contacts with other 
folks, 13,000 subcontractors with Section 8 already, nearly 4,000 
public housing units. And just to say that they are having difficulty 
with another 2,600 is sort of superfluous. 

Let me ask a couple of questions for the local housing, if you 
could just give me very briefly what changes, hypothetically, would 
be in place if we were to go forward with this. I think it is impor-
tant for you to get on the record what impact that would have on 
these local housing authorities if such a thing would go forward. 

Mr. GARRELTS. Well, I think one of the things that may occur is 
there is no mandate to the States to distribute the funding in the 
manner in which we are currently receiving it. So in our case, in 
Ohio, and probably in Georgia, where you have many rural housing 
authorities serving small populations, we may end up in a competi-
tive process in order to retain the housing resources we have with-
in our State. I have already had discussions with my peers in Ohio 
that if that opportunity was available, the larger cities would go 
after every dollar they could to bring into the cities, which after all 
is where a larger population center is, and they would like to take 
all the dollars into their coffers. So that would certainly have an 
impact upon the rural housing authorities throughout the country 
if the State would allow that type of process to occur. I think that 
is certainly a concern that we would have from a small housing au-
thority. 

Ms. DOWLING. But also, with this new bill, if you block grant it, 
it goes from helping 75 percent of the extremely low-income people 
to only 55 percent. And then if you block grant it, that means the 
housing authorities are now going to look for people that are mak-
ing well above the extremely low-income people to actually bring 
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them on board to help offset that voucher. Because once you give 
them the vouchers, what the State will do locally is set. If a vouch-
er at a certain amount, like $500, then you will have to find some-
one where their 30 percent will offset the $500. 

So now my extremely low-income people are still homeless, yet 
HUD keeps saying they want to do away with homelessness. This 
will create a cycle of even more homelessness and now touch on 
families that become homeless. It is just not a good thing at all. 
It is just going to be terrible, really terrible. 

Mr. GARRELTS. She brought up an interesting issue about the 80 
percent of median and the very low-income target population we 
have now. I think that, within the guise of this HANF proposal, 
there is a thought that you would reach a higher income group 
through this proposal. But, actually, if you look at the payment 
standard and you do the actual mathematical calculations, in many 
markets, and this is not going to be true of all markets because 
this is a market-driven issue, certainly this would not necessarily 
be the case in Connecticut that has very high rents, but in Ohio, 
Georgia, Indiana, Illinois, where you have a mix of rents, when you 
do the mathematical calculations for the family, if you have a fam-
ily approaching 80 percent of median, and you do 30 percent of 
their income requirement for their housing cost, more than likely 
it will exceed the payment standard established by the State. 

It does that now under the fair market rent schedule that we 
have. In my county, in Hocking County, Ohio, if I have a family 
at 80 percent of median and I do the mathematical computations, 
30 percent of their family income is greater than my fair market 
rent standard, so they get no assistance. 

Mr. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA. [Presiding.] The gentleman’s time 
has expired. 

The language in the bill does clearly state that the same amount 
of people have to be helped through block granting, you cannot de-
crease it from 75 to 50 percent. So that statement is, in fact, not 
accurate based on the language of the bill itself. 

Ms. DOWLING. But when you go back and use——
Mr. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA. No, that wasn’t open for a response. 
Ms. Hart is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Ms. HART. Mr. Chairman, I’m interested in a response, actually, 

from Mr. Garrelts and Mr. Showe, if that is correct, regarding how 
you would envision, considering that you are now dealing with 
housing projects where 20 percent of the voucher system’s funds 
are connected to the specific units themselves under the project-
based voucher program, when a PHA enters into an assistance con-
tract with an owner for those units, it is for a specified unit, a spec-
ified term. Do any of you, first of all, deal in project-based vouch-
ers? I’m assuming you do, but maybe I’m wrong. 

Mr. SHOWE. I can respond to that. Our organization does have 
project-based rental assistance, however, it was contracts entered 
into directly with HUD. I realize there are those tenant-based 
vouchers that can be assigned to privately-owned houses, but my 
company does not have any of those units available to be assigned 
to our company. In our experience, we have solicited trying to get 
those types of permanent tenant-based assistance assigned to our 
apartment units and we have found, in dealing with the different 
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housing authorities, that they did not have sufficient funding to go 
do that. So that is our experience. 

Ms. HART. Okay. 
Mr. GARRELTS. In our experience, we attempted to try project-

based programs on a couple of occasions. But working in a tight 
marketplace, where we are trying to obligate the owners for a 10-
year contract, they just were not interested because they had a line 
out their front door, and they could lease as many units as they 
wanted to. So having a project-based certificate just had no value 
to them. So we could not interest them at all. 

Then again, with our fair market rents——
Ms. HART. Could you not interest them because of——
Mr. GARRELTS. They had so many folks. if you have a unit in my 

community, you would have five people wanting to rent that, and 
you do not need to have any assistance to get those clients in there 
because they will pay the rent. 

Ms. HART. Okay. 
Mr. GARRELTS. It may be unique—well, it is not unique when you 

go around the country. There are many marketplaces that are like 
this right now, where the demand for units exceeds the supply. 
And in those types of circumstances, project-basing is really of no 
use because the owner doesn’t need that. Project-basing works in 
those weak markets in which the marketplace has too many units 
for clients. And then in those types of cases, the owners really like 
that because then they are guaranteed some money for their units 
whether or not they are occupied. 

I shouldn’t say this, whether or not they are occupied or not, be-
cause that is not totally true, but they are at least guaranteed they 
are going to get someone referred to them to fill that unit within 
a reasonable time. 

Ms. HART. Do you envision any change to that under the new 
HANF block grant proposal? Do you think that would change the 
situation at all? 

Mr. GARRELTS. Under the new HANF program, they have not de-
fined anything as it relates to project-based vouchers or certificates. 
And as I understand it, there is a new HUD rule that is coming 
out on project basing that is going to be implemented, and certainly 
that would have, or HANF would have a negative impact on that 
new rule. I have not seen the new rule, but I understand that the 
industry is pretty happy with that. 

Ms. HART. Okay. Mr. Showe, anything additional? 
Mr. SHOWE. I guess from our perspective we feel the public hous-

ing authorities do a terrific job in administering the Section 8 
vouchers, and as far as the ownership of these different properties 
are concerned, the most important thing to do is to allow it to be 
transparent whether they are a Section 8 renter or whether they 
are a conventional renter. And the ways to make that happen is 
to eliminate the lease addendum in order to allow our managers to 
work off of one lease agreement. Because it causes tremendous con-
fusion in training and administration of the lease rules and policies 
when you have to have two separate leases for the Section 8 vouch-
er holders as compared to a conventional rental unit. 

The other factor is we lose a lot of money trying to get the in-
spections scheduled for the individual apartment units. Sometimes 
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it takes up to 30 to 45 days to schedule those inspections when in 
fact the family is ready to move in immediately. So not only do we 
lose but the voucher holder loses too because they are anxious to 
move in and find housing. 

Ms. HART. So is that red tape experienced by both of you as far 
as the whole system itself? 

Mr. GARRELTS. No, I think that is a market-driven issue. In our 
community we are able to respond very rapidly. Within basically 10 
days of a request to go out and do an initial inspection, we are able 
to do that quickly. But if you go into large population bases, and 
again this gets back into the basic staffing requirements in order 
to do the program, in large population bases where you may have 
5,000 or 6,000 units in an area, they do not have 5,000 or 6,000 
inspectors. So it is a little tough to get the inspectors around to in-
spect. If they are leasing out 400 units in a month, and that is not 
an unusual number that could occur, you just physically cannot 
have enough people around to go do those inspections. 

Mr. GARY MILLER. The gentlewoman’s time has expired. Miss 
Velazquez is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Garrelts, you state in your testimony that 
you believe H.R. 1841 has the potential to have a dampening effect 
on landlord participation in the Section 8 program. You make spe-
cific mention of potential for problems with the project-based Sec-
tion 8 program. 

Would you please expand on this conclusion and indicate if you 
believe this effect is likely on both the tenant and project-based 
program or only one of the two? 

Mr. GARRELTS. For the project-based program, it is of great im-
portance, in order to attract an owner to participate in the pro-
gram, that it is an easy process for them. Any extra administrative 
burden thrown at them is an extra cost for them, and they have 
that operating cost to be concerned with. So if under the HANF 
program we would go forward and we would still have the old ex-
isting project-based certificates in place, they are grandfathered, 
you would have the problem that that management company would 
be faced with two different sets of rules. So you have just violated 
the basic principle of keeping it simple. The management company 
would be real reluctant to continue participating in project-based 
units if they have different rules to follow. 

The same would occur within just the regular tenant-based pro-
gram where the tenant is going out and searching. You have a ten-
ant that has a grandfather voucher. They go out and call on a land-
lord, walk up to the landlord and say I would like to rent your unit. 
The landlord is accustomed to our program, they rent him up, they 
know the paperwork and everything is just fine. The next tenant 
comes along and says I have a new voucher under the proposed 
rule and I have all these different things I have to do. Suddenly 
the landlord is saying, I don’t want to learn anything new. 

Most of the landlords want to be able to keep their management 
relatively easy to do. They have staff they have to train. The proc-
ess of keeping everything standardized is very important. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Thank you. Ms. Thompson, in your testimony 
you cite approximately $1 million in annual Section 8 rescissions 
as one of the most significant symptoms of problems with the cur-
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rent Section 8 system. Yet in the fiscal year 2003 appropriations 
bill steps were taken to better account for Section 8 funds and en-
sure fewer rescissions. Given these new changes to the Section 8 
program, doesn’t it make sense to see the results of those changes 
before authorizing a complete overhaul of the program? 

Ms. THOMPSON. Certainly steps were taken in the most recent 
appropriations bill to avoid those kinds of large recaptures in fu-
ture years, but that doesn’t solve the under utilization problem. 

We don’t think an answer to under utilization is to simply take 
back the money you gave to PHAs. That’s effectively what Congress 
is trying to do. They are trying to identify just how much money 
is really being used, and in case we are wrong we will create this 
little contingency fund. But our answer is, wait a minute, we want 
to see all authorized vouchers used. And we think a way to do that 
is to create the program flexibility that will lead to higher utiliza-
tion as the HANF proposal could do. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. So tell me, how is rescission issue answered 
through the proposed changes? 

Ms. THOMPSON. I don’t think the rescission or recapturing or 
avoiding recaptures solves the problems that vouchers cannot be 
used in all communities. We think a program that has more flexi-
bility to move those vouchers around the State so they can be used 
to change payments standards where necessary to increase usage—
we think this is what needs to happen, not just taking the money 
back if it doesn’t get used. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. How do you respond to concerns that State flexi-
bility will make it harder for voucher holders to move between 
States? 

Ms. THOMPSON. To move from State to State? We have many 
housing programs now where the rules are different from State to 
State and the housing industry manages those rules fine. You al-
ready have portability issues, even within States, under the cur-
rent program. So I don’t see that as a barrier. In fact, we think it 
is an advantage that States with very different local conditions can 
design a program that meets their needs, not one that looks like 
every other State. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NEY. Thank you. Ms. Lee. 
Ms. LEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Let me just thank you again for this hearing, and I want to asso-

ciate myself with the remarks of our Ranking Member from Cali-
fornia, Ms. Waters, who kind of laid out what many of the issues 
are in California as it relates to Section 8 housing. 

Me, coming from northern California, for example just in Oak-
land alone, we have 8,000 people on the waiting list for Section 8 
housing. Section 8 housing is such an important instrument for af-
fordable housing. I hate to see it going in the opposite direction, 
which I think this bills takes it. I don’t think this will strengthen 
Section 8 and provide for more adequate housing for those who are 
on waiting lists, but, in fact, provide less housing for less individ-
uals. 

A couple of things I just wanted to ask, I guess Ms. Thompson 
and Ms. Dowling. One is this new legislation allows now for the 
State to contract with or to designate any agency, whether it is a 
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public housing authority or not, just any agency, to act on behalf 
of the Feds in terms of providing Section 8 housing. How do you 
see this in terms of, one, the political ramifications of this, and, 
two, in terms of just the discriminatory or the possible discrimina-
tory ramifications of allowing any agency that has not been in-
volved with housing to become part of this process in terms of ad-
ministering the program? 

Quite frankly, this provision really does scare me to death. Ms. 
Thompson, then Ms. Dowling, please. 

Ms. THOMPSON. We think the flexibility that the legislation gives 
States to work with partners, both existing PHAs and other enti-
ties, is important. We know that the States would impose stand-
ards, high standards, on who would qualify to do that work. We be-
lieve that many PHAs currently operating, good PHAs, and the 
vast majority of them are very effective, would continue to be the 
States’ partners in this program. 

Ms. LEE. How do you know that, though? 
Ms. THOMPSON. In talking with our State agencies, they report 

to us that the vast majority of PHAs in their States are very effec-
tive. They see themselves stepping more into the role of HUD, 
hopefully, with a lot less regulation and bureaucracy, than stepping 
into the role of the PHAs. 

Ms. LEE. You don’t see any politicizing of this as a possibility? 
Ms. THOMPSON. Certainly, there will probably be some PHAs 

that States will prefer not to work with, based on their track 
record, but we think, on the whole, the very effective network will 
be preserved and the partnership between the States and the local 
PHAs would be an effective one, much more effective. 

Ms. LEE. Then why wouldn’t we just use existing public housing 
authorities, if they are so effective? 

Ms. THOMPSON. I think it is important to give States the ability 
to decide whether or not to work with them. There may be entities 
in some localities that would be more effective than the existing 
PHA. We all know there are some, though limited in number, inef-
fective PHAs. So that flexibility is important. 

But, remember, what we are trying to do here is create a pro-
gram where States can come up with different requirements so it 
is not a Washington-driven program. And HUD can’t oversee a pro-
gram like that, 2,600 different programs around the country. But, 
States can, and we think they can do it well. But, again, I want 
to stress only with adequate resources and flexibility, which this 
proposal does not provide. 

Ms. LEE. What about standards and requirements? 
Ms. THOMPSON. We think——
Ms. LEE. And nondiscrimination? 
Ms. THOMPSON. We think certain standards are appropriate. This 

legislation contains a lot of them already. If you were to go in this 
direction, we would want to work closely with you to determine 
what are the appropriate standards. Certainly Federal standards, 
in terms of who is served under this program, would be appro-
priate. We would just hope that they would not be extensive, such 
as the requirements under the existing program. 

Ms. LEE. Ms. Dowling, what do you think in terms of the ques-
tions I asked? 
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Ms. DOWLING. Well, first of all, I know straight off, I can keep 
it simple, there is going to be a lot of discrimination going on. 
That’s why we had to implement a law within the State of New 
Jersey to protect our voucher holders. 

And as far as the other, there is no mechanism within any State 
I know, other than the State of New Jersey. The residents come out 
and participate. We will fight and, hopefully, it will be done prop-
erly within the State of New Jersey, but that is not going to hap-
pen across this country. You’re going to have the ‘‘good old boy’’ 
network getting back in charge, and saying, you know what, we’re 
going to take care of you if you can get me some votes coming up 
out of your area. 

So we are going to have even more discrimination. It’s going to 
be worse than what it ever was before. Everything we fought to get 
here within the last 30 years with civil rights is going to go right 
out the window, and I can’t make it more simple than that. 

Ms. LEE. Thank you very much. 
Finally, let me just say that I find it very ironic that generally 

those pushing this, the Republicans especially, this type of initia-
tive, support local control. But in this instance now, we are going 
to another form of State control, I guess, and taking really away 
the local control aspect of Section 8. For me, this is backwards and 
will hurt us in the long run. 

Ms. DOWLING. But you know what, I think great minds think 
alike, because that was the first thing when I read the bill, it was 
like, ‘‘oh, you know what, this is going to break up a lot of strong-
holds across this country.’’ And that’s exactly what they’re going to 
do with it. 

Ms. LEE. Thank you. 
Chairman NEY. Thank you. We appreciate the witnesses on the 

panel, appreciate your testimony, and thank you for coming to the 
U.S. Capitol. 

We will move on to Panel II, and we will have a couple of intro-
ductions. 

Mr. R.E. ‘‘Tuck’’ Duncan, Chairman, Topeka Housing Authority, 
Topeka, Kansas; Ms. Sandra Henriquez, Administrator, Boston 
Housing Authority, Boston, Massachusetts, appearing on behalf of 
Council of Large Public Housing Authorities (CLHPA); Mr. Tino 
Hernandez, Chairman of the New York Housing Authority, New 
York, New York; Mr. James Inglis, Executive Director, Livonia 
Housing Commission, Livonia, Michigan, and Senior Vice Presi-
dent, National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials, 
Washington, DC; Mr. Kevin Marchman, Executive Director, Na-
tional Organization of African-Americans in Housing, Washington, 
DC; and Mr. Neil Molloy, Executive Director, St. Louis Housing 
Authority, St. Louis, Missouri, appearing on behalf of Public hous-
ing Authorities Directors Association (PHADA). 

We now will defer to Mr. Ryun for an introduction of Mr. Dun-
can. 

Mr. RYUN. Well, first of all, I want to thank the Chairman for 
allowing me the opportunity address this subcommittee. I am 
grateful that you have scheduled a series of hearings on this impor-
tant subject and specifically applaud you for the balanced set of 
witnesses you have selected. 
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I will be very brief, but I am extremely pleased to have the op-
portunity to welcome a constituent of mine to the subcommittee, 
Mr. Tuck Duncan. He is the Chairman of the Board of Commis-
sioners for the Topeka Housing Authority in my district. Tuck truly 
is working on the front lines of this issue we are discussing, and 
his commitment is not only signified by his appearance here, but 
it shows as to how significant he believes this is. 

I believe that you will benefit tremendously from the experience 
and expertise that Tuck has acquired from his services in Topeka. 
This is an excellent opportunity to hear from someone who knows, 
firsthand, the issues surrounding this debate. 

Tuck, thank you for being here, and thank you for the work you 
do for everyone in Topeka, and I return my time to the Chairman. 

Chairman NEY. Mr. McCotter, for an introduction. 
Mr. MCCOTTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and the entire sub-

committee for kindly allowing me to welcome and introduce one of 
my constituents and one of your panelists this morning. 

Since 1977, Mr. Jim Inglis has been the Executive Director of the 
Livonia Housing Commission, which tirelessly and effectively 
serves approximately 1,500 low and moderate-income Livonia fami-
lies through a wide range of State, local and Federal programs. In 
fact, under Jim’s leadership, the Commission has been rated a high 
performer by HUD’s Public Housing and Section 8 Voucher Assess-
ment Systems. Further, his peers have recognized his outstanding 
achievements, and Jim currently serves as Senior Vice President of 
the National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials. 

Jim, welcome, and thank you for appearing before this committee 
to testify on the issue of affordable housing. And good luck on the 
flight back, because I know you like to fly about as much as I do. 
Northwest will be kind to you, and tell my mother I am behaving 
out here. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NEY. I thank our two members for their introductions, 

and with that we will go straight into the testimony, starting with 
Mr. Duncan. 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT E. ‘‘TUCK’’ DUNCAN, CHAIRMAN, 
TOPEKA HOUSING AUTHORITY, TOPEKA, KS 

Mr. DUNCAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
First, as a former miler and cross-country runner, I must say I 

am humbled to have Congressman Ryun introduce me. It has 
placed me in seventh heaven. And if my spouse of 29 years heard 
that I said I was humbled, she would probably find that amazing, 
but nonetheless. 

Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member, I am greatly pleased to be 
here this morning. The committee has already accepted our re-
marks for part of its record, and I am not going to read my re-
marks. I have a few notes and comments I would like to make, and 
I would like to try to briefly respond to some issues that have been 
raised by some of the questioning of the other committee members. 

As Congressman Ryun noted, I am a volunteer. I am one of those 
uncompensated persons on the front line of the Board of Commis-
sioners throughout the country and those 2,600 housing authori-
ties, save one or two larger housing authorities. We were a trou-
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bled agency in Topeka, Kansas, in 1999, as so declared by HUD 
when I went on to the advisory board. We, for a couple of years, 
worked to get ourselves extracted from under the aegis of the city 
government and became an independent governmental entity 
under our municipal housing laws in 2001, and it has been my 
pleasure to serve as Chairman ever since. 

The first thing I would note is that I think if there are housing 
authorities out there that are in trouble, I think HUD, quite can-
didly, has been slow to recognize them and, therefore, slow to act. 
So if I have one recommendation it is, the first thing is that the 
sooner we identify those local housing authorities that are in dif-
ficult times, the sooner we get in and try to provide them with as-
sistance. 

I congratulate HUD in working with us, and I guess I am one 
of the few who perhaps feel that we have had some really great 
Federal-local partnerships. But for the work of the TARC office out 
of Cincinnati and the work of the Kansas City area office, I am not 
sure we would be as good a housing authority as we are today. 

In my comments, I noted that when we started we had a vacancy 
rate of almost 20 percent in public housing, and we were only using 
60 percent of our vouchers. So we were one of those housing au-
thorities that had under utilized vouchers and you were recap-
turing money, and we were accruing those funds and having to pay 
it back in the following year, because we were getting the money, 
were spending it, et cetera. So what did we do? Well, we simply ap-
plied some very lean management principles of business in order 
to try to make ourselves effective landlords in public housing and 
effective administrators of a Section 8 program. Today, my vacancy 
rates are less than 3 percent in public housing, and we have 100 
percent utilization of our vouchers. 

The point of that is, that by applying public sector management 
principles, you can run an effective program. Now, I was here at 
your first hearing, I happened to be in business, I listened to the 
Secretary’s comments. I guess my difference is that I see housing 
as a national problem that requires national solutions. I don’t see 
how 50 different approaches for solving this problem and 50 dif-
ferent slowly dwindling, patched-together funding stream combina-
tions are going to be an improvement. I guess I have more faith 
that the Congress and the Federal agencies can address these 
issues than perhaps some others do. 

I notice that Congress and HUD have already enacted a number 
of reforms, such as the Quality Housing and Work Assistance Act 
in 1998, the final rule received in 1999, the notices received in 
2000. I guess what I see is that merely creating the States in the 
in between is creating a series of 50 or 60 mini-HUDs. We don’t 
need a series of mini-HUDs. We already have them; they are called 
the regional offices, and we can work with the regional offices just 
as effectively as we can with the State governments. 

Additionally, I think you should, as Congress, give it some time 
before the reforms take place. In essence, before we reform the re-
forms, let’s see if the first set of reforms are having some impact. 
Like any investment, you don’t expect your profits or your return 
quickly. You try to take a long-term approach. Based on HUD’s 
own March 2000 Section 8 reports I think there already is an 
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awareness, both nationally and at the front line, that we must im-
prove performance. If we hear nothing else today, we must improve 
performance if for no other reason than the participants of this pro-
gram deserve our best efforts. 

The question’s been asked, how many are on waiting lists? I 
checked this morning before I came in, and I have 1,525 on the 
waiting list. I have about 1,100 vouchers. Part of the problems that 
we are having are there are no incentives for landlords to get in-
volved in this program. If you want to have housing, you have to 
have landlords under Section 8. And you want to have quality, good 
neighborhoods, because one of the problems is mobility; move peo-
ple out of areas where the fair market rents allow you to rent into 
areas where the fair markets otherwise wouldn’t allow you to rent. 
And we have difficulty there. That is one of the goals. I don’t see 
that the State is going to know any more about that than I do. 

Well, 5 minutes goes fast. I will be glad to respond to any ques-
tions that the committee may have, and I have some specific rec-
ommendations if you are so interested. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NEY. I thank the witness. And, again, the testimony 

can be submitted for the record that you have in writing, without 
objection, and we will go on to the next witness. 

[The prepared statement of Robert E. Duncan can be found on 
page 189 in the appendix.] 

STATEMENT OF SANDRA HENRIQUEZ, ADMINISTRATOR, BOS-
TON HOUSING AUTHORITY, BOSTON, MA, APPEARING ON BE-
HALF OF COUNCIL OF LARGE PUBLIC HOUSING AUTHORI-
TIES (CLHPA) 

Ms. HENRIQUEZ. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member 
Waters, and members of the subcommittee. My name is Sandra 
Henriquez, and I am the Executive Director of the Boston Housing 
Authority. Today, I am here representing the Council of Large Pub-
lic Housing Authorities, CLHPA, whose members manage over 30 
percent of the Nation’s Section 8 tenant-based assistance, primarily 
in large urban areas. Thank you for allowing me to testify before 
you on the Section 8 Rental Assistance Program and the adminis-
tration’s proposal to block grant Section 8 rental vouchers to the 
States. 

The Section 8 Rental Assistance Program is a great success by 
any measure. Not only is there no evidence that block granting 
voucher funds to States will improve the program, there are indica-
tions that this proposal will undermine Section 8 success. National 
utilization rates have increased 6 percent over the past year, from 
89 percent to slightly now over 95 percent. If this trend continues, 
the average national lease-up rate could reach 97 percent by July 
of this year. And in Boston our success rate increased from 85 per-
cent to its current 100 percent. This success indicates strongly that 
we will not continue to see large amounts of unspent funds as in 
recent years, and the program does not need significant reform. 
Devolution to the States, however, will undermine this success. 

Section 8 rental vouchers are an important resource for families 
with extremely low incomes. It has been estimated that less than 
a quarter of those eligible for vouchers and other forms of low-in-

VerDate 0ct 09 2002 10:09 Jun 29, 2004 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00062 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6601 G:\DOCS\88663.TXT FIN1 PsN: MICAH



53

come housing assistance actually receive any form of aid. The re-
mainder live in substandard housing, double-up with family and 
friends, pay more than 50 percent of their income for housing or 
are homeless. Section 8 rental vouchers help solve this problem for 
nearly 2 million households. 

Unfortunately, this proposal would result in the program’s serv-
ing fewer of the neediest families. The block grant proposal in-
cludes changes in income-targeting requirements and the evalua-
tion factors for the program that will push States to serve higher-
income families and support the lowest quality housing in poorest 
neighborhoods because this is all the program will be able to afford. 

The current legislative proposals would enable States to divert 
voucher funds to State programs and possibly, depending upon how 
HUD defines supporting activities, could enable States to divert 
voucher funds to a range of nonhousing programs. States block 
grants would also add an additional layer of bureaucracy and cost 
to what is essentially a local program. 

The block grant proposal erroneously argues that States will be 
more responsive to local markets than HUD, even though it is the 
local housing authorities that currently administer the program 
and develop and maintain relationships with local landlords. The 
cost of the additional layer of bureaucracy cannot be ignored. The 
evolution of the Massachusetts State Rental Housing Assistance 
Program, called the Mobile Rental Voucher Program, is illustrative 
of my concern with block granting the Section 8 voucher program. 
The administration’s budget calls for $100 million of Section 8 
funds to be set aside for start-up costs, which instead should be 
used to support 15,000 vouchers for families in need. 

The bill also adopts a most disastrous provision from the 2003 
Omnibus Appropriations Bill that caps the amount of earned ad-
ministrative fees a public housing authority can maintain to use for 
low-income housing purposes. The Boston Housing Authority cur-
rently uses this earned administrative fee to fund a variety of low-
income housing programs, including a security deposit program for 
homeless families, lease-up counselors who assist homeless families 
in Boston to find housing; bridge loans for HOPE VI and redevelop-
ment activities to support operating costs of public housing, since 
these funds have been severely cut in recent years. 

There is interconnectedness among these housing programs. The 
flexibility to use this earned fee for a variety of low-income housing 
program is crucial to maintaining a cost effective, low-income hous-
ing strategy that meets local needs. Limits and caps on this fund-
ing, coupled with splitting the fee between two layers of bureauc-
racy, States and localities, will make it even more difficult to ad-
minister the program effectively. 

And even though Section 8 is successful, we agree with the ad-
ministration that the program could be even better if HUD were 
to provide localities with more regulatory flexibility to meet the 
changing needs in the local real estate markets. HUD already has 
the authority under the current law to make the program less com-
plicated, enabling local housing authorities to use Section 8 funds 
more creatively, for things such as tenant counseling enhanced se-
curity and deposits improvements to ensure the quality of the Sec-
tion 8 stock. 
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Another proposal that would help housing authorities better use 
Section 8 would be greater flexibility regarding the location of 
project-based units, the process of procuring project-based devel-
opers, and the number of units that can receive project-based sub-
sidy in a building. All of those would go a long way towards cre-
ating more housing choices for needy families. 

For all these reasons, CLPHA strongly encourages Congress to 
reject the proposal to block grant Section 8 rental vouchers to the 
States and, instead, please encourage HUD to grant more flexi-
bility to housing authorities administering the Section 8 program 
so that we can better address the local housing needs in our com-
munities. Thank you. 

Chairman NEY. Thank the witness for her testimony. 
[The prepared statement of Sandra Henriquez can be found on 

page 203 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. Mr. Hernandez. 

STATEMENT OF TINO HERNANDEZ, CHAIRMAN, NEW YORK 
CITY HOUSING AUTHORITY, NEW YORK, NY 

Mr. HERNANDEZ. Chairman Ney, Ranking Member Waters, mem-
bers of the committee, I am Tino Hernandez, Chairman of the New 
York City Housing Authority. On behalf of Mayor Michael R. 
Bloomberg, thank you for this opportunity to testify about the 
housing assistance for needy families block grant proposal. 

New York City has much at stake in your deliberations. The New 
York City Housing Authority is the largest public housing agency 
in North America, providing housing and direct-rent subsidies to 
633,000 low- and moderate-income residents in the five boroughs of 
New York City. Our conventional public housing program com-
prises 345 developments, encompassing 2,702 buildings and 
181,000 apartments which provide housing for 419,000 residents. 

NYCHA’s Section 8 program currently has 85,928 vouchers 
under contract. New York City administers one of the Nation’s 
most extensive Section 8 programs. New York City is the Nation’s 
third largest, after the entire States of California and Texas. In 
New York City total, we have approximately 105,000 Section 8 
vouchers. NYCHA contracts 85,928 vouchers serving 214,000 resi-
dents, and we have 27,694 participating landlords. Our sister agen-
cy, Housing Preservation and Development, oversees 19,000 vouch-
ers, with 5,300 participating landlords. 

New York City’s Section 8 program is among the most successful 
in the United States. NYCHA’s voucher utilization rate is currently 
at 98 percent, and HPD is now at 100 percent. Local control, at the 
local level, is the key reason for New York City’s success in admin-
istering the Section 8 program. Housing conditions vary widely 
from city to city and localities best understand their housing needs. 
No State agency can know a local market as a city or locality can. 

In New York City, we have been able to tailor the Section 8 pro-
gramming to meet the unique needs of our real estate market. We 
are able to set fair market rent levels by neighborhood, acknowl-
edging the varying rents within New York City communities. We 
are able to be responsive to the needs of landlords with the goal 
of gaining greater participation in the Section 8 program. We have 
streamlined the processing of rent payments to landlords. We have 
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shortened the approval process for Section 8 transfers and rentals. 
We have automated inspections, introducing technology. We have 
automated rent calculation systems, minimizing errors. And we pay 
holding fees to landlords for apartments for processing time. 

The scarcity of affordable housing in the New York City market 
is dramatic. The New York City vacancy rate is among the lowest 
in the country. Within the context of local control, NYCHA has 
been able to work closely with Mayor Bloomberg and its sister 
housing agencies to ensure that the City’s priorities are addressed. 
NYCHA’s Section 8 program is an integral part of the New York 
City’s strategy to deal with special populations, such as victims of 
domestic violence and homeless families, and we do that on a reg-
ular basis. 

New York City, working in collaboration with the Mayor’s office 
and also with HPD, has also unveiled an important major housing 
program which will result in the production of 65,000 additional 
units of affordable housing over the next 4 years. The Mayor’s pro-
gram will preserve existing housing stock, produce additional hous-
ing, and identify development opportunities, all of which are sup-
ported by the Section 8 program’s role in preserving the existing 
housing stock. 

Under the Section 8 block grant proposal, we have concluded 
that we would be adding an unnecessary and costly third-party ad-
ministrative layer. HANF will not improve the delivery of tenant-
based housing assistance. It would only complicate it, and the dis-
tribution of Section 8 vouchers will become more problematic. We 
believe that this particular proposal could disrupt the success of 
New York City’s program, and we strongly believe that the Section 
8 program should be administered at a local level. 

Thank you. 
Chairman NEY. I thank the witness. 
[The prepared statement of Tino Hernandez can be found on 

page 210 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. We will move on now to Mr. Inglis. 

STATEMENT OF JAMES M. INGLIS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
LIVONIA HOUSING COMMISSION, LIVONIA, MI, AND SENIOR 
VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF HOUSING 
AND REDEVELOPMENT OFFICIALS, WASHINGTON, DC 

Mr. INGLIS. Good morning, and thank you for the opportunity to 
testify before the committee, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member 
Waters. It is a pleasure to be before the committee. My name is 
Jim Inglis, and I am Executive Director of the Livonia, Michigan 
Housing Commission. 

The Livonia Housing Commission assists approximately 1,500 
families with affordable housing and community development pro-
grams. I am here today representing the National Association of 
Housing Redevelopment Officials, and I currently serve as their 
Senior Vice President. NAHRO is the oldest housing community 
development organization in the United States, having over 19,000 
members. 

There are several concerns I have regarding the HANF proposal 
which we would like to outline today. First of all, the funding 
shortfalls. The major concern in this program is that in the out 
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years, the next 5 years, housing assistance payments will be re-
duced by $1.1 billion to $1.8 billion over the next 5 years. The rea-
son is that the Consumer Price Index rate of inflation and HUD’s 
automatic adjustment factors will not keep up with rents increas-
ing in the Section 8 market. In addition, the administrative fees 
are proposed to be capped at 10 percent of the housing assistance 
payments. It is our concern that would represent a 13 percent cut 
for most housing agencies across the country, thereby reducing 
their ability to provide needed housing assistance and counseling 
to Section 8 clients. That would reduce the landlord outreach, hous-
ing counseling, and support for local residents. 

What would happen if these funding shortfalls take place in the 
funding out years is that the States will be faced with several very 
serious questions. First of all, how would they increase rent bur-
dens or reduce the value of the voucher to make sure they are as-
sisting a sufficient number of families? Two, will they use State 
revenue to make up that shortfall? I doubt it, given the situation 
now in most States. Or, three, which is likely the most palatable 
option for the States, would be to reduce assistance to low- and 
moderate-income families under the Section 8 program, which 
these charts provide information on. 

The issue of cost containment has always been one Congress has 
been concerned about, and one thing that should be acknowledged 
is in the 2003 appropriations bill, we now have a way of making 
sure we reflect the actual cost of housing and the number of units 
that are leased in the market based on quarterly information we 
are providing to the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment. This has, in fact, eliminated the large recapture issue that 
Congress was concerned about in the past. So in terms of cost con-
tainment, I applaud Congress for that work they did in the appro-
priations bill to now accurately reflect the cost to administer the 
program. 

There is one other concern we have, relative to grandfathering, 
if it goes to the States. The States are required to administer the 
program under the current rules. However, there are provisions 
within HANF that say if there is insufficient funds to operate the 
program, there is a loophole for the State to reduce that assistance, 
which no longer provides a safety net for residents but basically a 
trapdoor. These residents will no longer be able to receive assist-
ance under the program. 

The current Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program is highly 
successful, and I think that is one point that needs to be made. The 
Millennial Housing Commission Report, mandated by Congress, in-
dicates the program is flexible, cost-effective and successful. Hous-
ing choice voucher leasing rates have continued to increase. In the 
year 2000, it was 92 percent, year 2002 it went up to 94, and 
HUD’s own projection is by the year 2004, it will go up to 96 per-
cent, and the charts being put up reflect this. The concern we have 
is that 96 percent is an excellent utilization rate and leasing rate, 
and only in Washington does HUD determine that to be insuffi-
cient or a failure by the local housing agencies. Again, this is a 
highly successful rate under the voucher program. 

Basically, the program is already a block grant. It is a block 
grant to the local unit of government, the lowest local unit of gov-
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ernment, which really is the most practical administrative agency 
within the State. The local unit of government is involved in local 
planning. They have relationships with landlords, local decision-
making, local accountability, they can actually address local issues 
relative to the market, and so really we have a block grant pro-
gram that goes to the local unit of government which is most effec-
tive. 

The under utilization issue is really not an issue. As you can see, 
since the initiation of QHWRA, leasing rates have continued to go 
up along with voucher utilization and the number of families being 
served in the program. Under HANF, we expect these numbers will 
continue to go down in the future. 

Flexibility? The members of the committee have asked about 
flexibility. We believe HUD has the tools now to provide regulatory 
relief to smaller agencies. There was an August 2002 interim pro-
posed rule that has not been released by the Department, we en-
courage them to do that for smaller agencies. Also, complete the 
project-based voucher rule, which has been recently withdrawn. 
Timely reallocation of unused vouchers. There are some agencies 
that can’t use vouchers, and if they would timely reallocate those 
to other agencies, that would greatly assist the program. And, last-
ly, give us the flexibility to work within a changing market condi-
tion, to adjust fair market rents to make the program work. 

Again, the biggest recommendation that I have from my agency 
is we have 752 vouchers, we have a waiting list of 6,000 people, 
and there is just not enough supply for the demand people have for 
the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program. So I encourage 
more resources that would go to the local communities to assist in 
the program. 

Thank you very much. 
Chairman NEY. I thank the witness for his testimony. 
[The prepared statement of James M. Inglis can be found on 

page 216 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. The next witness. 

STATEMENT OF KEVIN MARCHMAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL ORGANIZATION OF AFRICAN AMERICANS IN 
HOUSING, WASHINGTON, DC 

Mr. MARCHMAN. Chairman Ney, Ranking Member Waters, my 
name is Kevin Marchman, and I am the Executive Director of the 
National Organization of African-Americans in Housing. 

This morning, we have heard from voucher users, local program 
administrators, industry leaders, apartment owners, resident lead-
ers. All have said this proposal is not needed and perhaps unwise. 
All have said improvements need to be made. HUD agrees. I sug-
gest over a year’s time that the administration convene a rep-
resentative group, as they have recently done with this HOPE VI 
Program, and discuss and suggest needed changes and improve-
ments to the program. 

The Section 8 Voucher Program is the bedrock of the Nation’s af-
fordable housing program, not the States’. Each administration 
seeks to make improvements to this program, to make it more 
flexible, more responsible. Indeed, when I was responsible for the 
administration of this program, we preliminarily explored the op-
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tion or the possibility of block granting this program. We rejected 
it for some of the same reasons you have heard this morning. 
Again, I believe that HUD is earnest in wanting to improve the 
Section 8 Voucher Program. I believe the way to do that is to con-
vene a group, perhaps a Secretary’s task force, for the improvement 
of the Section 8 Voucher Program and report back to this com-
mittee in a year’s time with administrative solutions. 

Thank you very much. 
Chairman NEY. I thank the gentleman for his testimony. 
[The prepared statement of Kevin Marchman can be found on 

page 239 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. Mr. Molloy. 

STATEMENT OF NEIL MOLLOY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, ST. 
LOUIS COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY, ST. LOUIS, MO, AP-
PEARING ON BEHALF OF PUBLIC HOUSING AUTHORITIES 
DIRECTORS ASSOCIATION (PHADA) 

Mr. MOLLOY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, my name is Neil Molloy. 
I am the Executive Director of the St. Louis County, Missouri 
Housing Authority. 

Today I am representing the Public Housing Authority Directors 
Association, PHADA. PHADA represents over 1,900 men and 
women who serve as the executive directors of America’s local 
housing authorities. We wish to go on record, and I will try not to 
repeat what everybody else has said, and that will make it a little 
bit difficult, but first you heard from a former member of this body, 
Representative Susan Molinari of the Millennial Housing Commis-
sion that the Housing Choice Voucher program is a success, and it 
is the linchpin for low-income families in the private housing mar-
ket. The second recommendation from the Millennial Housing Com-
mission asked for more funds on an annual basis. That is what is 
really needed to make the program work. 

I want to talk specifically about one of the proposals in HANF. 
PHADA represents many of the smaller agencies that run pro-
grams of 250 units or less in the voucher program. There are some 
assumptions in this proposal about cost. These programs represent 
about 7 percent of the total program but they are very critical to 
the local market in these small towns and rural America. These 
programs were specifically designed to deal with many problems 
with senior housing, people who are on fixed incomes, receive small 
pensions or small Social Security payments. And if the local rural 
community and that housing authority did not have these vouch-
ers, you would have a terrible housing crisis in these communities. 
HUD should just deregulate the small housing authorities, stop 
calling them a burden, because they are not, they are a very valu-
able asset to the small towns of America. 

As a former member of the Missouri General Assembly, with 
nine years of service on the Appropriations Committee, I served 
with Representative Clay, I have a little experience dealing with 
State bureaucracies and their capacity. In Jefferson City, bureau-
crats like to treat legislators like mushrooms, keep them in the 
dark and feed them lots of manure. I imagine it’s the same here. 
I think this proposal for HANF came out of a mushroom farm in 
the basement of HUD instead of the tenth floor. But what really 
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scares me about HANF is the absolute chaos it would create in the 
program. Can you imagine having 50 different policies for a na-
tional housing program? This program has developed incrementally 
over three decades, and it works. It needs some fine-tuning, some 
minor adjustment, but the program really does work. 

In his testimony before this committee, Secretary Liu 15
essentially told you that HUD is going to spend $15 million a 

year to continue the program, even if they switch it to the States, 
and they are not going to cut any employees. I think this is just 
creating a new level of bureaucracy and administration that is not 
needed, and I think it is a really poor use of taxpayers’ money. As 
previously mentioned, the $100 million to ramp up the States could 
house almost 16,000 families for a year. That would be, in my opin-
ion, a sin and a shame. 

Finally, if the program is a block grant, it States specifically in 
Section 6(d)(2) that if there is not enough money, the States will 
have to make their best efforts to fund all the current voucher 
holders. Well, in my State, Missouri, the General Assembly is 
meeting today to cut teachers, to cut State employees, to cut social 
programs, health programs, education programs. They do not have 
the capacity. What will happen if this grant goes forward, if HANF 
goes forward, States will use the money like they have used the to-
bacco money, they will substitute it for declining general revenues 
whenever they have a problem. Housing is not the first priority in 
the State of Missouri, and I don’t believe it is the first priority in 
any of the States. 

Finally, HANF will mean a real rent increase for residents. What 
I am talking about is when you go from adjusted income to gross 
income to base your rent on and you go from $25 to a minimum 
of $50, that affects the people who are on the fixed incomes and 
the very lowest income, and it also affects people who went to 
work. Because a TANF check or a Social Security check is gross in-
come. A paycheck is not gross income, it’s net income. So we are 
going to set our rents on the gross income, which is unfair to these 
working families. 

Finally, if the program is not broken, please don’t break it. When 
HUD came to you and said, we can’t regulate this program, it’s too 
complicated, it reminds me of the old cartoon character Pogo, and 
his famous words, ‘‘We have met the enemy, and it is us.’’ when 
this body, in 1998, with the former Chairman of the committee, 
Representative Lazio, passed QHWRA, the preamble it said the 
purpose of the bill was to deregulate well-run housing authorities. 
Quite frankly, that has not occurred. It should be the responsibility 
of this committee to ensure that HUD does that. 

We know how to do the programs. If we could make things a lit-
tle simpler, a little less complicated, the program would work fine, 
but it definitely needs more appropriations. We have 6,000 vouch-
ers, we are at 102 percent utilization and we have 6,000 people 
currently on our waiting list. And we only open up our waiting list 
about every 2-1/2 years to allow people to come on to the list on 
a lottery system. 

So there is a great demand out there, and it is time for us to do 
something. Thank you. 
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[The prepared statement of Neil Molloy can be found on page 243 
in the appendix.] 

Chairman NEY. I want to thank the witnesses. 
I am just going to make one statement, and then I will yield to 

members who will want to ask questions, and we have a time fac-
tor here. 

I am torn on this now. At one point in time, I think everybody 
was running to the Capitol and saying it’s broke, the money is 
being taken back by the Congress, and we have to do something 
about it. Now, all of a sudden the money is not necessarily brought 
back through the appropriations process. But that doesn’t mean 
that some things aren’t, I don’t want to say maybe two broken legs, 
but maybe a broken arm along the line. 

I apologize for having to come in and out, I had two commit-
ments, but I have the testimony, and some of the things I’m inter-
ested in hearing are what you think are some problems. I will get 
away from the word broke, but there are some problems. I think 
at the end of the day, if individuals, for whatever reasons, the 
States, suspicion of the States, whether it will work or not, whether 
a State will opt in, the housing authorities go away and all of a 
sudden the States say, here, take it back, and now, you recreate 
it. I can give you a whole bunch of scenarios that are alarming. On 
the other hand, HUD itself has pointed out that monies were re-
turned, they weren’t used. Now, because of an act of Congress they 
aren’t returned, but does that mean the system doesn’t need some 
type of repair? 

I hope as this progresses, that advocacy groups, the housing au-
thorities, tenants, the large housing authorities, the small, the me-
dium-sized, the rural, the urban can get together. And if there are 
admitted problems out there, could come together with some con-
sensus of how those are repaired or fixed. So maybe the patient 
doesn’t need open heart surgery, but maybe you need to do some 
exploratory. So I understand where you are all coming from, but 
I hope down the road a lot of ideas can be jelled around to see what 
happens at the end of the day. 

So I appreciate your testimony, and with that, I will defer to the 
Ranking Member, Ms. Waters. 

Ms. WATERS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
We were just talking about what we could possibly do to offer 

some alternatives to this block granting. I am opposed to it cer-
tainly, but I think as we move to fight this idea, we do have to 
come up with a few things that we could do. 

Let me just raise these questions. First of all, I think there needs 
to be more money. I personally would like to see money to help off-
set the capital cost, particularly small landlords with certain num-
ber of units, et cetera. It seems to me that when you have to put 
on a new roof or do some capital repairs, that perhaps we should 
try and offset those costs in some way. I don’t know. 

Someone mentioned here today, the question about the inspec-
tions process and some other things. I think we have to keep in 
mind that we cannot and we should not have slum properties, and 
we have to make sure that they are inhabitable, they are livable, 
they are a good environment to raise children and families. Is there 
anything in this area that you consider unreasonable, that could be 
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changed or that could be looked at in a different way as it relates 
to the inspection process? 

I don’t know what is required after each family moves out, what 
the landlord is required to do. Is that reasonable? Are there com-
plaints of any of the landlords relative to the amounts of monies 
that they are mandated to spend? I guess that would be for so-
called rehab, upkeep, et cetera? Is there any room there for discus-
sion? 

Mr. INGLIS. Yes, through the HOME program there is a rental 
rehabilitation, where they can take low-interest loans to assist in 
the rehabilitation of the property so we can facilitate working with 
landlords in that area. We have done a lot of work with our land-
lords on lead-based paint issues, asbestos issues, and we continue 
to work with our landlords on local housing inspection ordinance 
issues. So there are a lot of different programs that we can work 
with our landlords to mitigate some of the issues relative to hous-
ing quality. 

I concur, housing quality is the key to the program. We want to 
make sure we are housing people in safe and affordable housing, 
but we need to make sure we work with our landlords, we have 
good partnerships with our landlords. We meet with them on a reg-
ular basis to make sure we understand their needs and what we 
can do for them. And I believe there are Federal programs at our 
housing agency, because we are a housing and community develop-
ment program. 

Ms. WATERS. Do cities set aside any CDBG or HOME or any of 
those monies for the upkeep of any of these properties? I don’t even 
know if that is appropriate. 

Mr. INGLIS. I don’t think the Department has set aside, but we, 
as a local agency, in putting together our consolidated plan or our 
agency plan could do so in making sure that we look at these re-
sources and make some programs available for the local landlords, 
especially the smaller landlords, as you are concerned with. 

Ms. WATERS. Any other thoughts? Thank you. 
Ms. HENRIQUEZ. If I might. In Boston, we have been talking with 

other housing agencies who also administer Section 8 vouchers 
when we do orientations with our landlords about what is expected, 
what are the housing quality standards they have to hit, we then 
array for them programs they might go after if they want to get 
into the program but need a little help on the capital side. And, in 
addition, we have been working with the States to try to pilot a 
program to provide an incentive for particularly smaller landlords 
to come into the program. 

For instance, a repair that needs to be done to a hot water heat-
er. Is that worth a $300 advance? Is there something we can do in 
the short-term that gets them over the hump to meet the quality 
inspection they have to do through? So we are looking at those 
kinds of incentives to help people come into the program who might 
otherwise be on the fence? 

Mr. MOLLOY. Some of the comments from the gentleman from 
the Multifamily Council about streamlining the process could work. 
You have to be careful on how it is done. You have to make sure 
the quality is there in the inspection process. 
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One of the other problems that comes up, we are a jurisdiction, 
in St. Louis County, with 93 municipalities, and we have Section 
8 vouchers all over the county. A number of the municipalities 
have local occupancy permits and their own inspection programs. 
So sometimes it becomes onerous for landlords at that level to go 
through our inspection and a municipal inspection. And if some-
thing is not fixed, and depending on the severity of the item, they 
have 24 hours to fix emergency items, or up to a further period of 
time to fix nonemergency items. We could do that. 

I think the Millennial Housing Commission also had some rec-
ommendations. 

Ms. WATERS. Could we look at memorandums of understanding 
where you have several jurisdictions that have various laws rel-
ative to inspections, upkeep, et cetera, so that if you get memoran-
dums of understanding, one, hopefully ours, HUD could be the lead 
agency to determine? 

Mr. MOLLOY. I think it would be very difficult for HUD to nego-
tiate with the local communities because most of them are very 
suspicious of HUD for a lot of good reasons. But I believe you could 
probably do that on a local area. Maybe try to have joint inspection 
programs, try to coordinate that. But it does become a hassle for 
the landlords, and we try to speed that process up as much as we 
can. 

Ms. WATERS. Well, that may be an area that we could take a look 
at. 

Let me tell you what my concerns are. With the housing market 
being what it is, and landlords able to get market rents for their 
properties, I don’t know why many of them are going to want to 
be in Section 8 at the rate that the market is performing. So I want 
to do something to give a little bit of an incentive. 

So if each of you would think about that and feed that informa-
tion back to us, I would be very grateful. Thank you. 

Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
Ms. Velazquez. 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to take 

this opportunity to welcome my Chairman from the New York City 
Housing Authority. Mr. Chairman, I am just really amazed to see 
that here in Congress some people are always advocating about 
flexibility and local control, but—and they have been good at stay-
ing on message. But it seems that on this legislation they lost that 
page. 

I would like to ask the Chairman of the New York City Housing 
Authority, were you consulted when this legislation was being put 
together? 

Mr. HERNANDEZ. No. 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ. So they didn’t consult with any of the people 

that are running this local authority? 
Mr. HERNANDEZ. I always have to check with my staff. I was not 

personally consulted. 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ. But we continually say that you people at the 

local level, you know best what works and what doesn’t work. But 
when it comes to drafting legislation that supposedly makes the re-
forms that are needed for Section 8, we do not consult with you. 
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So let me consult with you, Mr. Chairman. The bill now pending 
before the committee will limit the fee to 10 percent of an agency’s 
allocation. Can you tell me what uses the city puts to the fee, 
whether you believe a 10 percent ceiling on the fee is appropriate 
and whether you favor greater flexibility regarding the use of the 
fee by the local agency? 

Mr. HERNANDEZ. We have been able to use the administrative fee 
really for a variety of purposes. One is that we have had—since I 
have been Chairman, one of the things that we have done is that 
we have put a lot of emphasis on the Section 8 program because 
we believe it is probably one of the best vehicles to be able to pro-
vide housing for low- and moderate-income New Yorkers. 

So through the fees, we have been able to do all of the improve-
ments that I have articulated earlier. We were able to—because I 
thought that it was important to really deal internally to create ef-
ficiencies that would—as business practices, pay landlords on time, 
to be able to facilitate the inspections, we moved to handheld com-
puters so that we would be able to do inspections in a very timely 
or expeditious basis. We have used that. 

In New York City we have always used administrative fees for 
other housing purposes. They have been tied to being able to round 
off a financial package for new developments or substantial rehab 
so that we would be able to put project-based Section 8 certificates 
within new housing as a way of expanding affordable housing in 
New York City. 

So we think it is a key component of the program. 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Would any of the other witnesses like to com-

ment? 
Mr. DUNCAN. Briefly, if you cap fees on reserves, all you are 

going to do is make people spend money that they would not other-
wise spend, because they are not going to be able to accumulate 
funds for some other, greater purpose. 

I expect the fees with 85,000 vouchers in New York is consider-
ably more than the fees for 1,200 vouchers in Topeka, Kansas. It 
is going to take me a little more time to collect those reserves. So 
capping is really contrary to any type of entrepreneurship that you 
want to put into the program. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Thank you. 
Mr. Duncan, in your testimony you said that HUD already has 

within its existent framework the ability to improve Section 8 
through regulatory reform. 

Given this, do you believe any legislative changes are necessary 
at this time? 

Mr. DUNCAN. Well, one—in the real world, I am an attorney. One 
of the things I do is I represent wholesalers, so I am familiar with 
attempting to try to have business practices that reduce the num-
ber of points of contact. I understand HUD’s desire to want to limit 
the number of points of contact that it has when it is dealing with 
housing authorities that have less than 250 vouchers. 

But I don’t think the State is the way to do it. I do think Con-
gress should consider, maybe there is a de minimis level of vouch-
ers, which in light of, if you looked at my testimony, I mean, you 
have got to have a law library to know what the heck to do to run 
these programs. 
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So there may be cooperatives between small housing authorities 
or contracting with other housing authorities that may be more ef-
fective and reduce the number of points of contact. But I suspect 
that Congress is going to have to set that limitation, whether that 
is 50, 100 or 249, I don’t know. 

But when I was on the school board in Topeka, Kansas we had 
interlocal agreements with other school boards to operate a vo-tech 
school. We couldn’t have done it on our own, but with eight or nine 
other school boards, we were able to operate a vo-tech school. I 
think that is something that helps accomplish what HUD wants, 
reducing points of contact, makes things more efficient and yet 
keeps us on a local level with knowing local market conditions. 

Mr. MOLLOY. Thank you. 
In Missouri, one of our local housing authorities has gotten af-

fected by this new rule and the cap on admin fees. They are over 
the 105 percent level, so they won’t earn any fees. They have been 
saving up money for 25 years. They are planning to use the money 
to build a homeless shelter in Joplin, Missouri. Then the city would 
take that area where the old homeless shelter was, redevelop it for 
economic development, they would have a new shelter, you would 
have economic development in the city. But this rule that HUD im-
posed has really sort of put that on hold. 

I think if you look at other Federal programs, and when they 
deal with indirect costs, a lot of Federal programs have indirect 
costs that are way in excess of 15 percent, and they don’t have pro-
visions for recapturing funds or requiring people to administer pro-
grams and not get paid for it. I think that provision that was put 
in the law last year was a mistake. It needs to be repealed. 

We have used admin funds to build community centers in com-
munities that have Section 8 tenants and public housing tenants, 
to provide education programs and sports programs. Housing au-
thorities have used the money wisely. If they don’t, there should be 
a local responsibility, and the appointing authority can appoint a 
new board and, you know, change the management. 

Chairman NEY. The time has expired. 
Mr. Watt. 
Mr. WATT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Marchman, you made my ears perk up when you said that 

HUD has a working group working on revising HOPE VI. 
Mr. MARCHMAN. Yes. 
Mr. WATT. That is news to me. I asked the HUD officials about 

it when they came over to testify, what they were doing to look at 
HOPE VI. The only thing I was aware of was that the President 
has recommended terminating HOPE VI. 

Tell me what—I know this has nothing to do with Section 8, but 
do you know something I don’t know? 

Mr. MARCHMAN. I can’t say that. But, I think it is 2 weeks ago 
or so, the assistant secretary convened a group of individuals to 
talk about the HOPE VI program and/or alternatives to the pro-
gram. 

It came as a surprise to many, inasmuch as public housing resi-
dents weren’t invited or participated or were involved in that deci-
sion-making; that, in large part, the industry groups did not know. 
And while I don’t speak for a——
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Mr. WATT. Who was on the working group? 
Mr. MARCHMAN. I can’t tell you. I believe that there were individ-

uals representing developers, people representing people in the tax 
credit markets, people representing, I believe, housing authorities, 
or at least one. 

But, I believe—and as I said, I don’t speak for HUD any longer—
I think it was their attempt to be responsive to Congress in terms 
of looking at the HOPE VI program and alternatives to the pro-
gram. 

And my suggestion and my testimony is, a more——
Mr. WATT. I understood what you were saying. You were saying 

a working group for Section 8 vouchers would be appropriate too. 
So maybe they will follow that recommendation since we rec-
ommended a working group about 6 months ago for HOPE VI. So 
maybe they listen to these things. 

Mr. Hernandez, one of the things that Mr. Martinez testified—
or maybe it wasn’t him, whoever came over to testify about this 
block grant approach on Section 8—was that it was going to give 
more flexibility to the States to contract with different providers to 
administer the Section 8 voucher program. 

Did I understand you to say that New York City has two dif-
ferent providers, your department and something called Housing 
Preservation, and you have some Section 8 vouchers and they have 
some Section 8 vouchers? 

Mr. HERNANDEZ. Correct. We have two housing agencies, the 
New York City Housing Authority, which is my agency, which is 
an agency that essentially manages all of the property of conven-
tional public housing and, in addition to that, has a Section 8 pro-
gram of over 85,000 vouchers. 

We have another agency, our sister agency, the Department of 
Housing Preservation and Development, which is really the devel-
opment arm of New York City. They handle a lot of the affordable 
housing development and they also have a program, a Section 8 
program. 

We work collaboratively. The HPD tends to have an approach 
with Section 8——

Mr. WATT. Well, let me—I just want to be clear on what you 
said, to clarify. So HUD is now contracting with two separate agen-
cies in New York City? 

Mr. HERNANDEZ. Correct. 
Mr. WATT. Would there be any value, in your estimation, to—

well, first of all, before I get to that, I assume they have some flexi-
bility now to do that; otherwise they wouldn’t be able to do that? 

Mr. HERNANDEZ. Sorry? That HUD——
Mr. WATT. That HUD has flexibility to contract with different 

agencies to administer the Section 8 program now? 
Mr. HERNANDEZ. Correct. 
Mr. WATT. Would there be value, in your estimation, to having 

the State come in and have you and Housing Preservation start to 
bid against each other to run the Section 8 voucher program, so 
that one agency in New York would do it all? 

Mr. HERNANDEZ. Congressman, I would essentially be echoing 
most of the concerns that have been expressed here already. 
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It has already been indicated that in New York State, for in-
stance, the State is facing a major budget deficit. The language is 
uncertain about how the State would formulate this program. We 
would be concerned that resources could be diverted for other pur-
poses, as well as that Section 8 assistance could be diverted within 
the State. 

Moreover, it is our contention that it is really the locality of the 
City of New York that has the relationships with the landlords and 
that understands really the marketing trends within New York 
City. 

Mr. WATT. My time is about up. I want to ask one more question. 
We have asked two panels now. I haven’t heard anybody say they 
favor this. Even the State housing authority agency organization 
on the last panel said that they were indifferent about it. I guess 
they would be the beneficiaries of State administration. And they 
didn’t even advocate. 

Is there anybody on this panel who supports this? 
Mr. HERNANDEZ. I would say that—as my esteemed colleague in-

dicated, I do believe that HUD may have some legitimate concerns 
that need to be looked at, points of contact, and the regulatory en-
vironment, which I think, by the way, they can reform without this 
bill. 

Mr. WATT. How do you administer a Section 8 program anywhere 
without points of contact? I mean, you have got to have points of 
contact. Someone is going to have to have points of contact with 
them, either the State has got to have points of contact with 
them——

Mr. DUNCAN. Congressman, you can streamline the number of 
points of contact. 

Mr. WATT.—as between HUD and the number of points of con-
tact. But somebody down the line is still going to have points of 
contact; otherwise, you are not going to have any supervision. 

Mr. DUNCAN. You would have it. As long as you end up with a 
cooperative, or somebody who is close to the customer. Let us not 
forget, it is the customer, the tenant, the working poor, that we 
need to be most concerned about; start there and work back up the 
line. And once we do that, then we can have an effective, stream-
lined process by which to get these funds into place. 

Mr. HERNANDEZ. For New York’s City’s purposes, we have an ef-
fective, viable model being the point of contact for HUD in New 
York City. 

Mr. WATT. Thank you. 
Mr. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA. [Presiding.] Mr. Davis. 
Mr. DAVIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me welcome all of you 

all, and I associate myself with a lot of the comments that frankly 
all of you have made, and the panel before you. 

One of you made the observation that if the program is not 
broke, don’t break it. It appears that this program is joining the 
long list of Head Start, Medicaid, and several other programs, in-
cluding HOPE VI, that don’t appear to be broken in a lot of ways, 
but that the administration wants to reexamine. 

Let me focus on one specific problem that some of us are con-
cerned about. It is what is going to happen to the money behind 
Section 8 if it is block-granted. Most of us have the old experience 
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from our political science classes that when you block-grant a pro-
gram, that typically the funding does not keep pace with, in this 
instance, rental costs, for example. 

Can any of you address that? What do you expect to be the finan-
cial consequences in terms of a lot of States, in that they have this 
new burden thrust upon them, given the fiscal crisis a lot of States 
are facing now. 

Ms. HENRIQUEZ. If I might, I would like to talk a bit about what 
happened in Massachusetts. About 20 or so years ago the State of 
Massachusetts had the foresight, and should be commended for 
starting its own State-like Section 8 program. And, it is now called, 
the Mobile Rental Voucher Program. 

And at the time, it was keeping pace with the marketplace, 
vouchers were being used by residents; and over time, as the pres-
sures on the State budget were beginning to catch up and the rent-
al market in Boston, particularly, was heating up, those vouchers 
then no longer kept pace with their fair market rent. 

The State then tried to contain the costs in a number of ways. 
First, they changed eligibility so that higher-income people could 
get vouchers, therefore, diminishing the amount of subsidy hit to 
the State. When that didn’t work, because the rental market kept 
heating up and heating up, the State then decided that they would 
charge—would increase the percent of one’s income one paid for 
rent from 30 percent to 35 percent. 

And so numbers of people were then leaving the program. When 
that didn’t contain costs, they then flatly decided to cap the pro-
gram, so there was no growth opportunity at all. As real estate 
prices began to continue to escalate, more and more landlords were 
opting out of the program because they couldn’t get the rents they 
wanted. Landlords wanted to help, they wanted these stable, ongo-
ing incomes that came in from the program, but they could clearly 
make more in the marketplace or make more in the Section 8 pro-
gram. 

My agency went from 604 such vouchers several years ago, now 
down to just a little over 250 vouchers, or a decrease of 62 percent 
in the number of families that I can serve under that program. 

Massachusetts now faces a projected $3 billion deficit. I hear 38 
billion for California, so I think—but it is all relative; it is all local. 
So 3 billion for us is huge in the State. I am fearful that with 
block-granting Section 8 to Massachusetts, or to any State having 
the same sorts of hot real estate markets and deficit spending in 
their budgets, this program will also then die. It will help less and 
less people because it will not keep pace. 

If I could just add one more thing—I am sorry. Fundamental to 
all of this is that there has always been historically a commitment 
on the part of the Federal Government for housing programs, espe-
cially to support low- and moderate-income families and individ-
uals. We continue to take a walk from that Federal commitment 
on a moral and ethical level. 

Mr. DAVIS. One of the things that I am hearing from all of you 
is that there is no significant support in the housing community for 
this kind of wholesale change in Section 8. A lot of you who work 
on these programs on the ground say there is no empirical need to 
make this kind of a wholesale change. 
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So it would seem fairly clear to me that what the administration 
is doing in some sense is trying to undercut the attractiveness of 
the program and trying to really lessen the political commitment 
to the program. 

All of you kind of agree with that, that it is the underlying agen-
da? Nod your heads to that. 

Mr. DUNCAN. I can’t read that into it. I would assume that there 
is some effort to try to streamline and become more efficient and 
apply some more efficient principles. I think it is misleading, 
though, to use the term HANF, because it seems to imply some-
thing closely akin to TANF, and only 13 percent of my voucher par-
ticipants are welfare recipients. 

So this is not a welfare program and should not be viewed as 
such. It is a program to assist working poor, elderly who are on 
fixed incomes, and SSI persons, and particularly in my community, 
when we close State hospitals, persons who are mentally chal-
lenged that have no place to live. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, if you would indulge me for 30 sec-
onds, I do want to pick up one area and get Mr. Inglis to focus on 
this. 

One of the things that I have noticed with the Section 8 program 
is that it is disproportionately concentrated in urban areas, and 
that is a matter of common sense, I suppose, to some extent be-
cause of the lack of housing stock in rural areas. 

But can you talk for a second about what strategies might exist 
to increase the rural penetration of Section 8? 

Mr. INGLIS. I think the major concern with going to the State is 
how are the resources going to be allocated in the future? Are they 
going to get to the rural areas? Are they going to get to the commu-
nities where the local housing authority is the main housing pro-
vider in the area? 

They are the one-stop shopping agency for public housing and for 
Section 8, and they have a variety of housing tools to address the 
needs in rural communities. 

It is a concern of ours that with this allocation, reallocation of 
funding, some of the States may play politics with the reallocation, 
and they may end up going more to urban areas and not to some 
of the suburban and rural communities that have a high amount 
of need. 

So your point is well taken, in that we are very concerned; espe-
cially, we believe that the rural agencies are probably going to suf-
fer most with this proposal. 

Mr. DAVIS. Let’s assume a current baseline for a minute. Let’s 
say for whatever reason we keep the program exactly as it is. What 
can be done within the context of the current program to increase 
the rural penetration? 

Mr. INGLIS. I think the basic thing is getting back to the flexi-
bility, using the tools that were provided by the Quality Housing 
and Work Responsibility Act of 1998 and implementing those. 

Project basing is one. We still do not have a final rule on project 
basing. 

We also do not have a deregulation final rule on small- and me-
dium-sized agencies, which was proposed in August of 2002, and 
had very strong support by the Department. They reduced the com-
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ment period to 30 days because they wanted to get it on the street. 
It is still not on the street today. So there is no deregulation. 

Mr. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA. The time has expired. Thank you. 
Mr. Clay. 
Mr. CLAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me also thank all of 

the witnesses for being here to help us do our work. I really wish 
that Secretary Martinez was here; he was here a couple of months 
ago. And perhaps someone from HUD is here; they can report back 
as far as the transcripts of this testimony, and let him know that 
his testimony has been refuted. 

He told us a couple of months ago that the reasoning behind 
turning over Section 8 voucher programs to the States is because 
of local housing authorities’ deficiencies and inefficiencies in admin-
istering the programs. He said—claims that now almost half of the 
States administer Section 8 through vouchers. And so I find this 
testimony in contrast to his. 

Let me ask, Mr. Molloy, who also hails from Missouri and who—
we served together in the State legislature in Jefferson City. You 
made an interesting analogy of mushrooms and politicians. Can 
you go over that again for me? 

Mr. MOLLOY. Well, I think most members of this committee have 
served in legislative bodies or in local government and have had 
that experience of a lack of information to make a policy decision. 

And I think this current HUD administration has not been forth-
right with sharing that information with policymakers on a timely 
level. You need that information to make the correct decisions. 

And I think HUD needs to share that information with this com-
mittee. 

Mr. CLAY. With both of us having served in Jefferson City, how 
would you envision this program—this block grant being adminis-
tered out of Jefferson City, the State capital of Missouri? What 
agency would get it? How would decisions be made? How do you 
envision that? 

Mr. MOLLOY. Most likely it would be the Missouri Housing De-
velopment Commission, which has headquarters in Kansas City. 
They do the tax credit program. 

To give you an example, about 4 or 5 years ago, they adminis-
tered a Tenant-based Section 8 program. They gave it to local hous-
ing authorities, because they weren’t doing an adequate job on 
their lease-up rates. 

So they turned the Tenant-based program over to the local hous-
ing authorities. I think it would be chaos. I appreciate the com-
petency of our local State housing finance agency, but I still think 
changing this program from the current Federal model to a State 
model would be an absolute disaster. 

I think we would lose thousands of landlords if they had the 
prospect of having 50 different sets of rules, particularly the land-
lords that operate in a multi-State environment. It would just drive 
them absolutely crazy. 

And I think it would also drive the tenants nuts with coming up 
with a new set of rules, and then having this overlap period of 6 
years where you have the existing current voucher program and 
this new voucher program, having two different sets of rules. 
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We have gone through that before, when we switched the certifi-
cate program to the voucher program. I think everybody on this 
panel who has a Section 8 staff can tell you the headaches the staff 
went through during that conversion process. 

Starting up a new program would be a disaster. 
Mr. INGLIS. This proposal is what is best for HUD, in terms of 

administrative ease. That is not what it is about. It is about assist-
ing people and do we want to continue with the Federal commit-
ment of assisting low-income working families and elderly and dis-
abled persons in our country. And this should not be about admin-
istrative ease for the Department. 

This should be a well-thought-out program that continues to as-
sist low-income people in this country and also looks at assisting 
more people in the future. 

Mr. CLAY. That is a great point. 
Mr. DUNCAN. May I comment very briefly? The irony is, HUD is 

still going to deal with us as a public housing agency. And there 
has been a lack of consideration about the interrelationship. I may 
have two lists, one for public housing and one for Section 8, but I 
am dealing with the same constituency. So I may be able to put 
them in public housing until they work themselves up the Section 
8 line. 

It is going to be less productive for the person of economic—who 
is in economic distress, needing housing, and HUD is still going to 
deal with us. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Hernandez, tell us, does New York have a waiting 
list for Section 8 vouchers? 

Mr. HERNANDEZ. About 146,000 people are currently on our wait-
ing list. 

Mr. CLAY. How do you envision the State of New York, if they 
were to get the block grant, how would they alleviate that waiting 
list through this program? 

Mr. HERNANDEZ. I have expressed concerns about that. Part of 
what New York City does is, through our Section 8 program, we 
provide a priority preference to homeless families and victims of 
domestic violence as well as disabled individuals. And in addition 
to that, as part of our plan to expand affordable housing, we use 
Section 8 to deal with development of new affordable housing in 
substantial rehabilitation of buildings, which is part of the Mayor’s 
plan moving forward. 

Mr. CLAY. I thank you all for your answers, and thank you. 
Chairman NEY. Ms. Velazquez. 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ. I would like for—Mr. Hernandez, for you to ex-

pand on your Statement to—your answer to Mr. Clay. The 65,000 
units of housing that the City of New York envisioned, how do you 
think it will be impacted by the block-granting of Section 8? 

Mr. HERNANDEZ. The Mayor released a vision of a housing plan 
to create 65,000 units of affordable housing really by doing two 
things; one is to preserve housing, the other one is to expand hous-
ing throughout the city. 

Part of the way that our sister agency, HPD, has done develop-
ment in the past, and will continue to do it, is by utilizing Section 
8 and being able to really round off the economic package to be 
able to deal with housing. 
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Moreover they use it for mortgage—to help with mortgage pay-
ments. They also help to really do—to do housing for people they 
move into apartments. 

We are working—we have a revolving solicitation right now to 
offer Section 8 vouchers for anyone that is doing new construction 
or substantial rehabs as a way of being able to expand our Section 
8 pool as well. 

So it is an integral part of our plan, moving forward, as we do 
this. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NEY. [Presiding.] I want to thank you. Any further 

questions? 
I would note that some members may have additional questions 

for this panel which they may wish to submit in writing. Without 
objection, the hearing record will remain open for 30 days for mem-
bers to submit written questions to the witnesses and to place their 
responses in the record. 

I want to thank both panels for your time and indulgence and 
your time here in Washington. Thank you. 

[Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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THE SECTION 8 HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM: 

PROMOTING DECENT AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING FOR FAMILIES AND 

INDIVIDUALS WHO RENT—DAY 3

Tuesday, June 17, 2003

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND 

COMMUNITY OPPORTUNITY, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES, 

Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:07 p.m., in Room 

2128, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Robert Ney [chairman 
of the subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Ney, Tiberi, Waters, Velazquez, Watt, 
Clay, Scott and Davis. 

Chairman NEY. [Presiding.] The subcommittee will come to 
order. 

I want to welcome the witnesses to the Hill and appreciate your 
testimony on this important issue. I also would just remind you 
that the lights will be activated. When you begin to speak, it will 
be green. Yellow means you have about a minute, and then red, we 
would ask you to summarize and complete your Statement. Also 
without objection, hearing no objection, any written statements you 
have will be part of the record. 

Today, the subcommittee holds its third in a series of hearings 
to examine the current operation and administration of the Section 
8 housing choice voucher program and review various proposals in-
tended to make the program more effective and cost-efficient. 

Since the 1970s, rental vouchers have been a mainstay of the 
Federal housing policy. Currently, the Section 8 housing voucher 
program supplements rent payments for approximately 1.5 million 
individuals and families. While the concept of the program remains 
sound, the program has often been criticized for its inefficiency. 
More than $1 billion is recaptured in the program every year, de-
spite long waiting lists for vouchers in many communities. 

Michael Liu, Assistant Secretary of Public and Indian housing at 
the Department of Housing and Urban Development, testified at 
the first hearing on May 22, 2003. His testimony focused primarily 
on the Administration’s proposal entitled ‘‘Housing for Needy Fami-
lies,’’ or HANF. HANF would reform the Section 8 housing choice 
voucher program into a State-administered block grant program. 
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I will dispense with the rest of my written statement, and with-
out objection make them part of the record because we are going 
to have a vote and I want to make sure you get your ample time. 
Then we will come back. I just want to say this is a very serious 
issue, obviously a contentious issue. I have introduced a bill at the 
request of the Department. We are having hearings in the Capitol 
and we fully intend to have hearings in different parts of the 
United States on this issue. 

So with that, I will see if there are any opening statements. 
[The prepared statement of Hon. Robert W. Ney can be found on 

page 280 in the appendix.] 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am glad to be here for this third in a series of hearings on the 

administration’s Section 8 block grant proposal. This is an impor-
tant issue that must be fully vetted from all angles. I thank the 
Chairman and Ranking Member for the thorough review of HANF 
and look forward to the testimony of today’s witnesses. Over the 
course of these hearings, we have heard many concerns raised 
about the block grant proposal, and the indications are that there 
are more to come. 

The history of these hearings has reminded me of Secretary 
Rumsfeld’s discussion of known knowns, known unknowns, and un-
known unknowns. By using the Secretary of Defense’s words, I am 
not trying to compare housing block grants to the war on terrorism. 
But for tenants with nowhere else to go, this is very much a matter 
of survival. We began with the known knowns, the concerns which 
we agree are likely to come to pass. HANF will likely result in life-
time limits on benefits. It will create an unnecessary and costly 
extra layer of bureaucracy, severely limit the number of new fami-
lies brought into the program, and splinter the Section 8 program 
into 50 individual State programs. 

Then, we heard from witnesses on some of the known unknowns, 
the concerns for which there are no answers. Will HANF reduce 
the number of families currently receiving benefits, due to the erod-
ing value of block grants? Will it eliminate the flexibility of vouch-
ers? Today, I am interested in hearing about two more of these 
known unknowns. First, will block granting dampen landlord par-
ticipation in the program? Currently, HANF includes no assurance 
of continued funding of existing vouchers from year to year. It also 
gives States the authority to cut the subsidy level of vouchers and 
place lifetime limits on benefits, leaving Section 8 families with no-
where to live. Wouldn’t this force landlords to undergo lengthy and 
expensive legal eviction processes for each of their tenants, and 
thereby discourage their participation in the program? The Admin-
istration has failed to adequately weigh in with answers. 

Second, how do we know that in a time of fiscal constraints, the 
Section 8 block grant will actually be used for housing? What is to 
prevent a governor from playing favorites with the vouchers and 
rerouting them to different neighborhoods, opening the door to cor-
rupt mismanagement of the program? Are there safeguards to pre-
vent such an occurrence? The unknown unknowns are out there 
waiting to throw additional barriers in the paths of tenants and 
landlords. By the time they are discovered, they will have already 
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done their damage. Is that a risk we want to take, or should we 
just accept the one thing I know for sure: HANF will not work. 

When looked at from this point of view, this hearing begins to 
take on the feeling of a work of Dr. Seuss. And as happens in all 
of his work, I fear this proposal has the potential to end with a 
move from the sublime to the ridiculous. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NEY. I thank the gentlelady for her statement. 
Mr. Scott of Georgia? 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, we have so many panelists, I will just 

move on to the panel. 
Chairman NEY. I want to thank the members and introduce the 

panel. Conrad Egan is the Executive Director of the National Hous-
ing Conference, having previously served as Executive Director of 
the Millennial Housing Commission. He is currently the Chairman 
of the Fairfax County, Virginia Development and Housing Author-
ity. Howard Husock is the Director of Case Studies, Public Policy 
and Management at Harvard University’s Kennedy School of Gov-
ernment. He is also a research fellow at the Kennedy School 
Taubman Center for State and Local Government. Currently, he is 
the Director of the Manhattan Institute Social Entrepreneurship 
Initiative. 

Bruce Katz is a Vice President and Senior Fellow at the Brook-
ings Institution here in Washington, D.C. He is the founding direc-
tor of the Brookings Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy. 
Prior to his appointment at Brookings, Mr. Katz was chief of staff 
to Henry Cisneros, former secretary of HUD. Jill Khadduri is a 
principal associate at Abt Associates, Incorporated, a social science 
research firm based in Cambridge, Massachusetts and Bethesda, 
Maryland. From 1988 to 2000, she was the Director of Policy De-
velopment at HUD’s Office of Policy Development and Research. 

Dr. Ed Olsen is a professor of economics at the University of Vir-
ginia in Charlottesville, Virginia. He has been involved in housing 
policy analysis since the late 1960s and has served as a consultant 
to HUD during five administrations. Dr. Olsen has published ex-
tensively on the effects of public housing, housing allowances and 
rent control. The last panelist is Margery Austin Turner. She di-
rects the Urban Institute’s Metropolitan Housing and Community 
Center here in Washington, D.C. She is a nationally recognized ex-
pert on urban policy and neighborhood issues, with much of her 
current work focusing on the Washington metropolitan area. 

I want to welcome all the panelists and we will start with Mr. 
Egan. 

STATEMENT OF MR. CONRAD EGAN, PRESIDENT AND CEO, 
NATIONAL HOUSING CONFERENCE, WASHINGTON, DC 

Mr. EGAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to be here 
today. As you indicated, I am the former Executive Director of the 
Millennial Housing Commission, and I will speak principally today 
from that standpoint. The Millennial Housing Commission was cre-
ated by Congress a short while ago, which appointed its 22 Com-
missioners and its co-chairs, former Representative Susan Molinari 
and Dick Ravitch, and asked the commission to come back no later 
than May 30 of last year with a report on how particularly this 
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Congress, but also other parts of the Federal government could do 
a better job to support good housing for all Americans. We did 
produce our report on time and within budget. I hope that the com-
ments I will make today will be some indication of the return on 
investment that the Congress made in the commission. 

One of the things that the Commission was asked to do and 
which I will focus on today is to examine whether the existing pro-
grams of the Department of Housing and Urban Development work 
in conjunction with one another to provide better housing opportu-
nities for families, neighborhoods and communities, and how such 
programs can be improved with respect to such purpose. I am 
quoting, Mr. Chairman, from the statute. The Commission re-
sponded in many ways to that charge. 

One of the programs that they focused on was the Section 8 
housing assistance program. I will repeat the recommendation that 
the Commission put forward. It is under the title ‘‘Expand and 
Strengthen the Housing Choice Voucher Program to Improve the 
Access of Extremely Low-Income Households to the Private Hous-
ing Stock.’’ If I could quote from the introductory part of that rec-
ommendation: Since the 1970s, the housing voucher program has 
effectively assisted millions of lower-income renters, particularly 
extremely low-income households, who were most likely to have se-
vere affordability problems and/or live in inadequate housing. 

Because the program is flexible, cost-effective and successful in 
its mission, the Millennial Housing Commission believes housing 
vouchers should continue to be the linchpin of a national policy 
providing very low-income renters access to privately owned hous-
ing stock. In addition to that, the Millennial Housing Commission 
recommends appropriation of additional funds for substantial an-
nual increments of vouchers to address the housing problems of ex-
tremely low-and very low-income families who lack access to other 
housing assistance. The Commission also pointed out the important 
relationship between the Section 8 housing assistance program and 
homeownership. 

The Commission did go on, though, to recommend some improve-
ments to the program. I will just briefly list them. The detail is in 
my statement and my colleagues I am sure will also have addi-
tional detail in addition to those who preceded this panel here 
today. First of all, it is important to improve utilization and success 
rates. Secondly, it is important to increase landlord participation, 
and I particularly appreciate Representative Velazquez’s question 
in that area and I hope we can explore it when we have an oppor-
tunity. Thirdly, it is important to link the Section 8 program to 
housing production programs. It is important to link vouchers to 
work opportunity and self-sufficiency initiatives. It is also impor-
tant to link vouchers to non-housing programs. As you can see the 
Commission liked this word ‘‘link.’’ They used it a lot. 

Finally, the Commission recommended allowing a more flexible 
use of Section 8 project-based units. I realize this hearing is not the 
subject of that particular item, but I would hope that the sub-
committee could at some point devote some time and attention to 
that. This is what I call the mobility option for project-based sub-
sidies in order to keep them in the housing portfolio and to provide 
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for better preservation and revitalization of project-based prop-
erties assisted by the Section 8 program. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me summarize the Commis-
sion’s position on the Section 8 housing assistance program thusly. 
First, the program works well in its current form. Second, it could 
be improved by implementing the above recommendations. And 
third, substantial annual increments of additional funds should be 
appropriated to better address the housing problems of extremely 
and very low-income families, and to increase opportunities for 
homeownership. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[The prepared statement of Conrad Egan can be found on page 

310 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. I want to thank you. 
Mr. Husock? 

STATEMENT OF MR. HOWARD HUSOCK, ALFRED TAUBMAN 
CENTER FOR STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, JOHN F. 
KENNEDY SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT, HARVARD UNIVER-
SITY, CAMBRIDGE, MA 

Mr. HUSOCK. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It is a privi-
lege to address the subcommittee once again. 

The proposal to rename and restructure the Section 8 housing 
choice voucher program as housing assistance for needy families or 
HANF should be considered among the most promising housing 
proposals in many years. Its promise lies in the potential it holds 
for considering housing policy not in a vacuum, but in the context 
of domestic social policy more broadly, and thereby potentially en-
couraging long-term improvement in the life choices and prospects 
of those households whose rent is paid for by a housing voucher. 

HANF, of course, sounds a lot like TANF, the core public assist-
ance program, and well it should. For although largely 
unacknowledged in our recent focus on physical improvements to 
public housing or the drive to increase the number of housing 
vouchers actually utilized, the fact of the matter is that there are 
demographic overlaps, significant ones, between the public assist-
ance population and the housing assistance population, such that 
common supervision at the State level is a logical new step. HUD 
reports, for instance, that among non-elderly, non-disabled heads of 
households receiving housing vouchers, 28 percent, that is 219,000 
households nationwide, are also current recipients of TANF. Like 
TANF recipients, they are predominantly comprised of single-par-
ent families. HUD reports that of 1.01 million non-elderly, non-dis-
abled Section 8 households, 783,000, that is 78 percent, are headed 
by single parents. 

Indeed, it is important to keep in mind when considering housing 
policy that although we hear frequent alarms, it is an exaggeration 
to say that we have a general housing affordability crisis in the 
United States. Affordability, rather, is a problem for the elderly, 
poor, and the disabled, and particularly single-parent families with 
children. HUD has reported indeed that only 8 percent of voucher 
holders are two-parent families with children. 

Section 8 vouchers, moreover, are a means through which new 
single-parent families prone to long-term poverty, headed primarily 
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by young mothers, can be established in the first place. Indeed, be-
tween April 2002 and April 2003, 13,600 new voucher holders, 6 
percent of all new admissions to the program, were under 21 years 
of age. Such households are typically the focus of a wide range of 
social service interventions from job training to nutrition programs. 

It is common sense, then, for our housing voucher policy to be 
considered and administered in the same context as our larger so-
cial policy. That is a policy which could be summarized since the 
welfare reform act as one of short-term assistance meant to enable 
long-term self-improvement and self-reliance. To that might be 
added discouraging those who are not economically ready to start 
their own households from starting them. The centerpiece change 
of the HANF proposal, the creation of the housing voucher block 
grant, and a shift in program administration from the local to the 
State level, may help us achieve those goals. 

Local public housing authorities, which have historically admin-
istered Section 8, have a narrow mandate to provide safe and sani-
tary housing. But given who lives in our subsidized housing, the 
programs must be more broadly considered and aligned specifically 
with the goals which state governments are asked to implement, 
not just through TANF, but through other social programs as well, 
including the administration’s current efforts to encourage mar-
riage and two-parent families. 

A block grant and state administration of Section 8 can set the 
stage for a period of housing policy innovation, much as we saw 
state governments experiment, many successfully, for instance 
HHS Secretary Thompson in Wisconsin when he was Governor 
there, with welfare-to-work programs in the early 1990s, even be-
fore the passage of TANF and in fact presaging that passage. Not 
that all States will move in new directions. Some may prefer the 
current approach and they will be allowed to continue it. But other 
jurisdictions may choose otherwise and seek to craft new housing 
policies in conjunction with broader state transitional assistance 
policies. 

Such policies could indeed involve a time limit, or they could in-
volve a declining public share of rent payment over the fixed life-
time of a voucher, as well as a combination with social services 
such as financial counseling and household management. Such ap-
proaches are not merely hypothetical. They have been in use effec-
tively, for instance, by the Charlotte, North Carolina housing au-
thority since 1993, in Congressman Watt’s district, for some of its 
public housing tenants. State government, however, is more likely 
to have the capacity to undertake such policy innovations and far 
more likely to be inclined to do so if those considering social policy 
broadly are also those reviewing housing policy. 

It is a mistake, in my view, to see the problems with Section 8 
to date as lying mainly in the high turnback of unused appropria-
tions or in the need to convince more property owners to accept 
more voucher holders. It is highly likely that most property owners 
in areas of reasonably strong demand will choose and continue to 
choose to avoid the complications that Federal program participa-
tion brings with it. It is far more likely for voucher holders to be-
come concentrated in areas of weaker demand, and indeed program 
data from HUD again shows that in 11 of 25 cities that HUD sur-
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veyed, there are neighborhoods in which voucher holders constitute 
25 percent or more of the population. I believe Senator Mikulski 
has called these ‘‘horizontal ghettos.’’

The southern suburbs of Chicago where Section 8 has been par-
ticularly controversial, I would hope that this committee might 
have hearings in that area if possible, have absorbed for instance 
58 percent of the Cook County Housing Authority’s vouchers. The 
majority of the voucher holders who have moved from the District 
of Columbia to its suburbs have moved to Prince George’s County. 
In Philadelphia, 45 percent of voucher holders inhabit just two of 
the city’s five major neighborhoods, South Philadelphia and North-
east Philadelphia. If you visit the south suburbs of Chicago, you 
will meet local elected officials and residents, many of them African 
American, who will express grave concern about this phenomenon, 
fearing the effects of such concentration on the social fabric of their 
communities. 

As I wrote in the Manhattan Institute publication City Journal, 
in south suburban Chicago, with one of the highest concentration 
of voucher holders in the country, lower middle class African Amer-
ican residents complained. They thought they had left bad neigh-
borhoods behind, only to find the Federal government is sub-
sidizing bad neighborhood effects to follow them. Vikkey Perez of 
Richton Park, Illinois, owner of Nubian Notion Beauty Supply, 
fears that the small signs of disorder she sees with voucher ten-
ants, un-mown lawns, shopping carts left in the street, are symbols 
of potential neighborhood undermine. ‘‘Their lifestyle does not 
blend with our suburban lifestyle,’’ she told me. Kevin Moore, a 
hospital administrator and homeowner in nearby Hazelcrest, Illi-
nois, complained that children in voucher homes went unsuper-
vised and that boom-boxes played late in the night. ‘‘I felt like I 
was back on the west side,’’ he said, referring to the neighborhood 
where he grew up and had worked hard to leave behind. 

If voucher concentration is probable for economic reasons, it is 
important for program guidelines to encourage voucher bene-
ficiaries to take steps to end or reduce over time their assistance. 
In fact, such encouragement is just as important in areas where 
voucher concentrations are low as where they are high. 

[The prepared statement of Howard Husock can be found on page 
313 in the appendix.] 

Chairman NEY. I am sorry to have to interrupt. We have got 5 
minutes left on a vote, so what we need to do is to go over and 
vote. We have two 5-minute votes after that, which will be 10 min-
utes, and we will be back. I apologize for the unpredictability of the 
votes, but we will be back. The committee will be in recess, return-
ing upon the call of the Chair. 

Thank you. 
[RECESS] 
Chairman NEY. The committee will come back to order. I think 

we had finished the time of Mr. Husock, and we will move to Mr. 
Katz. 
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STATEMENT OF MR. BRUCE J. KATZ, DIRECTOR, CENTER ON 
URBAN AND METROPOLITAN POLICY, THE BROOKINGS IN-
STITUTE, WASHINGTON, DC 
Mr. KATZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to tes-

tify today on the performance and potential of housing vouchers. I 
will just make four basic points drawn from my written testimony. 

First, housing vouchers are a critical and generally successful 
component of Federal housing policy. They are unique among Fed-
eral housing programs in that they allow the recipient rather than 
the developer to decide where a family lives. This gives families 
greater choice in metropolitan rental markets, and by so doing en-
ables them in theory to move to areas of growing employment and 
quality schools. Vouchers are therefore the only Federal housing 
program that recognizes the radical decentralization of labor mar-
kets that has taken place over the past 30 years, and they are the 
only Federal housing program that tries to replicate for low-income 
renters what all middle-class households enjoy, the ability to make 
decisions on housing in connection with decisions on jobs and 
schools. 

Second, vouchers and the administration of vouchers are not per-
fect and need improvement. I emphasize four shortcomings in my 
testimony. Success and utilization rates are not where they should 
be. Landlord participation remains a constant challenge, as Conrad 
mentioned. Central city recipients, minority recipients, elderly re-
cipients and recipients with disabilities all face special challenges 
in exercising choice in the market. And administration of the 
voucher program remains highly fragmented and insular: too much 
devolution in a sense, and too little accountability and competition. 

My third main point is that the Administration’s proposal to 
block grant vouchers to the States is not the right reform. I think 
this proposal has multiple fatal flaws. In my view, States are not 
the place to vest administration of the program. The voucher pro-
gram is about markets and housing markets for the most part are 
metropolitan and in many parts of the country actually cross state 
lines. I believe block granting for the States would actually com-
plicate, rather than streamline voucher administration, given the 
absence of an adequate delivery system in most States. The pro-
posal would require the creation of a new layer of governance that 
does not now exist and could be a recipe for administrative chaos 
in the short term. I am also concerned that the shift to a block 
grant could substantially alter the method by which Congress de-
termines funding for the voucher program. In the real world, rents 
rise, and any program that wants to leverage private sector partici-
pation needs to reflect that simple fact. In the event that block 
grant funding is not sufficient to cover the program’s needs, States 
would probably take one of several actions: shift assistance to 
households with more moderate incomes; require recipients to pay 
a higher share of their income for rent; or limit the ability of house-
holds to use vouchers in low-poverty areas. All these funding sce-
narios could have a profound impact on which landlords participate 
in this program, since in the end what landlords want is certainty 
and predictability in program rules and funding levels. 

Finally, I believe the effort to model voucher administration after 
welfare reform is misguided. The simple fact is that vouchers serve 
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a much broader universe of households than welfare recipients. 
Only 13 percent of voucher recipients receive a majority of their in-
come from welfare benefits. The preponderance of voucher holders 
either work or are elderly or have disabilities. The voucher pro-
gram is in essence not simply the housing equivalent of welfare. If 
we want housing to work with welfare, we need a strong voucher 
program. 

Fourth, I believe the voucher program does need reform. I rec-
ommend that Congress give voucher recipients the tools they need 
to exercise choice in the market. Information is one such tool. Why 
shouldn’t every voucher recipient have ready access, easy access to 
information about rental housing vacancies, school performance 
and employment accessibility so that they can make informed hous-
ing decisions, essentially, the rental market equivalent of the mul-
tiple listing services used for homebuyers? I specifically recommend 
that Congress authorize and fund HUD to test the feasibility of 
making information on metropolitan housing markets and school 
performance transparent and accessible. 

I also recommend that Congress try to match the administration 
of vouchers to the real geography of housing markets in metropoli-
tan areas. I think Congress should experiment with a continuum 
of metropolitan approaches to voucher administration that include 
collaborative activities among local PHAs, the competing-out of ad-
ministrative responsibilities to private sector entities both for-profit 
and nonprofit, as well as in some places the actual consolidation of 
separate agencies. I discuss this further in my written testimony. 
Again, I believe metropolitan areas, not States, are the right geog-
raphy for thinking about housing policy and rental assistance. 

So in conclusion, the voucher program has been a mainstay of 
Federal housing policy for the past 30 years. More than any other 
Federal housing program, it places power and resources where it 
belongs, in the hands of low-income renters. By so doing, it enables 
them to make decisions about housing, jobs and schools in a unified 
way. The program, and particularly the administration of the pro-
gram, does need some improvement, but reform needs to proceed 
in a measured and responsible way to avoid making the cure worse 
than the disease. 

Thank you very much. 
[The prepared statement of Bruce J. Katz can be found on page 

319 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. I thank the gentleman for his testimony. 
Ms. Khadduri? 

STATEMENT OF MS JILL KHADDURI, PRINCIPAL ASSOCIATE, 
ABT ASSOCIATES INC., BETHESDA, MD 

Ms. KHADDURI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the op-
portunity to be on this panel. 

My name is Jill Khadduri and I work at Abt Associates, a na-
tional social science research firm. My company has done most of 
the basic program evaluation on the voucher program from the 
1970s until now. We also provide technical assistance to voucher 
program administrators. Examples of research we have done re-
cently that may be of particular interest to this committee include 
a study of voucher utilization rates, a study of voucher success 
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rates, and a study of the circumstances that may bring a voucher 
program into conflict with residents of the neighborhood. 

Mr. Chairman, the voucher program is not flawed. Its basic de-
sign is sound and it is an effective program for meeting the housing 
needs of low-income households, particularly families with children, 
the poorest households, and people with disabilities. At the same 
time, the idea of consolidating administration of the voucher pro-
gram at the State level is very attractive. It would overcome some 
of the relative shortcomings of the voucher program. 

However, it is essential that any such consolidation into a State 
block grant should have four features. First, the choice-based char-
acter of the voucher program must be preserved. Second, any flexi-
bility for States to alter the structure of the subsidy formula, im-
pose time limits, or alter the housing quality inspection should be 
carefully tested and evaluated before all States have such flexi-
bility. Third, the program should have clear performance goals and 
reporting requirements, including preservation of the requirement 
to report household level data in standard format. Finally, the an-
nual appropriation of funds for the program should be tied to main-
taining current numbers of families assisted at adequate assistance 
amounts for each household, and a steady program growth to re-
duce the unmet need for rental housing assistance. 

Let me turn to the results of some of our recent studies to tell 
you why I believe the voucher program is not in crisis. The utiliza-
tion problem is well on its way to being solved. What we found 
when we did intensive case studies at 48 housing authorities is 
that many of the programs that had been using their voucher funds 
at low rate made substantial improvements once they got the word 
from HUD that funds not used would be taken away. We also 
found that many of the housing authorities with low utilization 
rates had staffing problems. The voucher program director had left 
and basic program functions such as issuing new vouchers had 
ground to a halt. An important finding of that study is that while 
it is relatively more difficult for housing authorities in difficult 
market conditions to use all their voucher funds, good program ad-
ministrators find ways of doing so. 

Success rates for families, as I am sure this committee knows, 
are not the same as utilization rates for local programs. Not all 
families who are issued vouchers succeed in using them, but a 
large fraction does so. Our study of voucher success rates at urban 
PHAs found an overall success rate of 69 percent in 2000. Success 
rates were high for all types of households. They were high for all 
racial and ethnic groups. They were high for people with disabil-
ities and they were especially high for those households with the 
lowest incomes. 

Vouchers are not harmful to neighborhoods. The isolated cases of 
neighborhood conflict that we studied in 1999 and 2000 showed 
that neighborhood concerns about vouchers can be avoided by pro-
gram administrators who are alert for possible over-concentration 
of vouchers in small areas. They can be overcome when administra-
tors act quickly when a complaint arises to find out the facts of the 
case and work actively with neighborhood groups. A common theme 
of this study is that good program administration is at the heart 
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of the distinction between excellent and inadequate program re-
sults. The voucher program design is sound. 

Having said that, there are some very good reasons to consoli-
date program administration at the State level and to give the 
States greater discretion over some features of the design of the 
program. The advantages of state-level administration are, first, 
States would be in a position to rationalize the administration of 
the program which now is fragmented into more than 2,500 enti-
ties. Many administer very small numbers of vouchers and are in-
efficiently staffed. Overlapping jurisdictions confound good program 
administration. 

Our utilization study found that there were often not two, but 
three programs operating in the same geography, to the confusion 
of low-income families and owners of rental housing. Our neighbor-
hood relations study found that overlapping jurisdictions made it 
difficult to avoid and to solve neighborhood conflict. It was hard for 
a housing authority to tell where another administrator’s vouchers 
were being used. It was hard for a neighborhood group to know 
who was in charge. 

Second, state administration would help overcome the barriers 
that currently exist to the use of vouchers across jurisdictional 
lines. Third, States would be in a good position to coordinate the 
voucher program with other programs that serve needy popu-
lations, welfare reform and services for people with disabilities, for 
example. Finally, if we are to experiment with changes to the basic 
design of the voucher program, States are the right level for this 
to happen. States have more freedom than the Federal government 
to experiment with controversial changes such as time limits. At 
the same time, they have more ability than local housing authori-
ties to create carefully designed and evaluated experiments. 

I am not going to respond directly to the Administration’s pro-
posal for a block grant called HANF, Housing Assistance for Needy 
Families. Instead, I will elaborate on the four features that I said 
at the outset were essential to any proposal that Congress might 
decide to enact in a consolidated administration at the State level. 
First, the choice-based nature of the program should be preserved. 
We already have a housing block grant. It is called the HOME pro-
gram. Permitting States to attach vouchers to housing develop-
ments would make a voucher block grant no different from HOME 
and would threaten the budgets for both programs. 

Second, while state administrators of a voucher block grant 
should have immediate flexibility in some features of program de-
sign, features that go to the heart of the program such as time lim-
its and the program’s housing quality standard and also the struc-
ture of the subsidy formula should be permitted only after being 
very carefully tested and evaluated rigorously. I recommend mod-
eling this feature of any voucher block grant on the AFDC state 
waivers that preceded welfare reform. Individual States should be 
permitted to implement such changes only with careful experi-
mental design and evaluation of results. 

Third, legislation enacting a voucher block grant should include 
performance goals and measures and should mandate the continu-
ation of the collection of household-level data on income levels, de-
mographic characteristics, subsidy amounts and the location of 
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housing units. This is essential so that Congress and the American 
public know what they are paying for. It is also essential for esti-
mating budget levels for the program, what is needed to sustain 
the current program level, and what is needed for the program to 
grow. 

Finally, the legislation enacting a voucher block grant should in-
clude explicit statutory language relating the program’s funding 
level to housing needs. Only such a congressional declaration of in-
tent and good data on households served and subsidy levels will 
overcome the fears of those who believe that a voucher block grant 
would mean the loss of the Federal commitment to meeting the 
housing needs of low-income renters. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[The prepared statement of Jill Khadduri can be found on page 

329 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. Thank you. I thank the witness for your testi-

mony. 
Mr. Olsen? 

STATEMENT OF MR. ED OLSEN, PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS, 
UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA, CHARLOTTESVILLE, VA 

Mr. OLSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I welcome this oppor-
tunity to talk with you and the members of your committee about 
reform of the housing choice voucher program. I speak from the 
perspective of a taxpayer who wants to help low-income families, 
albeit a taxpayer who has spent the last 30 years studying the ef-
fects of low-income housing programs. 

Given the current economic slow-down and the added expense of 
fighting international terrorism, it is clear that little additional 
money will be available for low-income housing programs over the 
next few years. The question is how can we continue to serve the 
families who currently receive housing assistance and serve the 
poorest families who have not been offered assistance without 
spending more money. The answer is we must use the money avail-
able more wisely. Research on the effects of housing programs pro-
vides clear guidance on this matter. It shows that tenant-based 
housing vouchers provide equally desirable housing at a much 
lower total cost than any type of project-based assistance under 
any market conditions. My written testimony summarizes the evi-
dence. 

These results imply that we can serve the current recipients 
equally well that is, provide them with equally good housing for the 
same rent and serve many additional families without any increase 
in the budget by shifting resources from project-based to tenant-
based assistance. The magnitude of the gain from this shift would 
be substantial. The smallest estimates of the excess cost to project-
based assistance imply that a total shift from project-based to ten-
ant-based assistance would enable us to serve at least 900,000 ad-
ditional families with no additional budget. 

These findings have important implications for how the Federal 
budget for housing assistance should be spent. First, the money 
currently spent on operating and modernization subsidies for public 
housing should be used to provide tenant-based vouchers to public 
housing tenants as proposed by the Clinton Administration and by 
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Senator Dole during his Presidential campaign. If housing authori-
ties are unable to compete with private owners for their tenants, 
they should not be in the business of providing housing. 

Second, contracts with the owners of private subsidized projects 
should not be renewed. Instead, we should give their tenants port-
able vouchers and force the owners to compete for their business. 

Third, the construction of additional public or private projects 
should not be subsidized. No additional money should be allocated 
to HOPE VI, there should be no new HUD production programs, 
and the indexing of the low-income housing tax credits for inflation 
should certainly be rescinded until a careful analysis of the cost-
effectiveness of this program overturns the results of the recent 
GAO study. 

Fourth, Congress should declare a moratorium on further project-
based assistance under the housing choice voucher program until 
it can consider the results of a study that compares the cost-effec-
tiveness of already committed project-based vouchers with tenant-
based vouchers. 

Finally, if Congress decides to convert the housing choice voucher 
program to a housing block grant to the States, it should require 
that the entire budget for the program be used for choice-based as-
sistance. Evidence indicates clearly that States will devote the bulk 
of an unrestricted housing block grant to project-based assistance. 

These reforms will give taxpayers who want to help low-income 
families more for their money by greatly increasing the number of 
families served, without spending more money or reducing support 
for current recipients. 

The usual objections to exclusive reliance on tenant-based vouch-
ers have little merit. Tenant-based vouchers get recipients into ade-
quate housing faster than production programs, even in the 
tightest housing markets, and they are more cost-effective than 
production programs in all market conditions. Production programs 
do not have a perceptibly greater affect on neighborhood revitaliza-
tion than tenant-based vouchers, and we do not need production 
programs to increase the supply of adequate housing. 

Unlike other major means-tested transfer programs, housing as-
sistance is not an entitlement, despite its stated goal of a decent 
home and a suitable living environment for every American family. 
This feature of housing assistance is a historical accident, and it 
is not defensible given the methods currently available for deliv-
ering housing assistance. It is impossible to justify providing assist-
ance to some families, while denying it to other families with the 
same characteristics. If we provide housing assistance at all, it 
should be an entitlement to everyone who is eligible. If anyone is 
eligible, it should be the families with the lowest incomes. 

Contrary to popular opinion, this does not require spending more 
money on housing assistance. It can be achieved without additional 
funds by shifting money from less cost-effective methods for deliv-
ering housing assistance to choice-based vouchers as soon as cur-
rent contractual commitments permit, and reducing gradually the 
large subsidies received by current voucher recipients. 

I urge the committee to take the bold steps necessary to serve 
the poorest families who have not been offered housing assistance, 
and I appreciate the willingness of the members of the committee 
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to listen to the views of a taxpayer whose only interest in the mat-
ters under consideration is to see that tax revenues are used effec-
tively and efficiently to help low-income families. 

[The prepared statement of Ed Olsen can be found on page 351 
in the appendix.] 

Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
Ms. Turner? 

STATEMENT OF MS. MARGERY AUSTIN TURNER, DIRECTOR, 
METROPOLITAN HOUSING AND COMMUNITIES CENTER, THE 
URBAN INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, DC 

Ms. TURNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to highlight three points from my written testimony 

that is based on research conducted in my center at the Urban In-
stitute, but also by other researchers inside and outside of govern-
ment. 

First, the housing choice voucher program is tremendously effec-
tive and beneficial, although it is not working as well as it can and 
should be. We know how to make vouchers work better, and I sug-
gest three strategies in particular that could improve outcomes for 
voucher recipients. 

Third, there is no reason to expect that States would voluntarily 
adopt any of these promising strategies under a block grant. In-
stead, it seems more likely that they would implement untested 
changes that risk undermining the current success of the voucher 
approach. I would like to just elaborate a bit on each of those 
points. 

The most important advantage of the voucher program is that it 
gives recipients the freedom to choose the kinds of housing and the 
kinds of locations that best meet their needs. As a result, many 
voucher recipients today live in healthy neighborhoods that offer 
social, educational and economic opportunities for themselves, but 
most importantly for their children. The current program certainly 
does not work perfectly in this regard. 

First, vouchers have not been as effective in promoting neighbor-
hood choice and mobility for minority recipients as they have been 
for white recipients. In addition, as others have said, there are 
some families who receive vouchers, but are not able to find a 
house or an apartment in which they can use that voucher. There 
are a lot of reasons for that problem, including shortages of mod-
erately priced rental housing, tight market conditions, racial and 
ethnic discrimination, landlords who are not willing to participate 
in the program, and sometimes ineffective local program adminis-
tration. There is a growing body of experimentation around the 
country and research that suggests three very promising strategies 
for addressing these issues and strengthening the housing choice 
voucher program. First, vouchers should be linked with mobility 
counseling and housing search assistance. In experimental pro-
grams, housing authorities that have partnered with nonprofits to 
help voucher recipients learn about neighborhoods available to 
them, track down homes and apartments for rent in those neigh-
borhoods, and negotiate effectively with landlords have been able 
to open up more options for these voucher recipients, resulting in 
greater mobility to low-poverty neighborhoods and racially mixed 
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neighborhoods, especially for families from distressed inner-city 
communities who might otherwise have difficulty in the private 
market. 

Second, local housing authorities need to strengthen their land-
lord outreach and the services and incentives they provide to land-
lords who participate in the voucher program. There are several 
programs that have had success in expanding the options and 
choices open to voucher recipients by reaching out to landlords, lis-
tening to the concerns that they raise about the way the program 
operates, solving the red tape and other problems with program ad-
ministration, and in some cases offering financial rewards to land-
lords who accept some of the most difficult to place families. 

Third, HUD should be promoting regional collaboration and even 
regional administration of the voucher program. In most urban 
areas, the voucher program is administered by too many different 
local housing authorities, each operating in a single city or county. 
This fragmentation makes the program very confusing for families, 
but also for landlords, and it interferes with the portability feature 
that should allow families to move anywhere they want to in the 
region with their voucher. 

Housing authorities in some metropolitan areas have addressed 
some of these issues by entering into mutual agreements that 
make their operations much more efficient and coherent. But HUD 
should be taking an active role in encouraging collaboration of that 
kind and testing the effectiveness of more comprehensive regional 
program administration. 

Under a block grant, it is conceivable that some States might 
choose to implement one or more of those promising strategies, but 
it seems unlikely, absent any strong programmatic mandate or in-
centive system. Instead, it is more likely that the quality of local 
program administration would deteriorate, particularly given the 
fiscal distress that many States are currently experiencing. Some 
States might use a block grant’s flexibility to implement untested 
innovations like time limits or reduced subsidy levels that could 
undermine the success we have seen with vouchers and worsen the 
housing hardships that low-income families face. 

So instead of resolving the fundamental dilemma of inadequate 
funding for affordable housing in this country, a block grant would 
make housing hardship into a State problem, rather than a Federal 
problem, and it would open the door to untested program changes 
that could undermine the proven strengths of the voucher ap-
proach. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Margery Austin Turner can be found 
on page 400 in the appendix.] 

Chairman NEY. Thank you for your testimony, and all the wit-
nesses. 

I have just a couple of questions, and anybody can feel free to 
answer. Basically, I wondered if you considered HANF good, just 
kind of cut to the chase, is HANF good or is it bad? It is not a trick 
question. It is just a yes or no. 

[LAUGHTER] 
Is it good or is it bad? The other thing I would want to ask is, 

do we need to change the way we administer the program? If you 
want to start in either direction. 
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Mr. EGAN. Mr. Chairman, to answer your first question, I would 
say that given what my colleagues have said here today and what 
others have said, that without some very, very fundamental 
changes to the current proposal, that HANF would not be a posi-
tive development. Secondly, there are many things that can be 
done to improve the program. My colleagues again here today have 
stated many of them, and I will not repeat them, but I think the 
more that we can increase utilization, involve landlords, connect 
with service and self-sufficiency opportunities, that the greater the 
success of the program will be. 

Mr. HUSOCK. HANF is good, because it will allow positive experi-
mentation. We heard the same kinds of alarms sounded before the 
1996 Welfare Reform Act, and things have worked out rather well 
in terms of encouraging self-sufficiency. The thrust of my remarks 
was let’s line up social policy with housing policy. The populations 
are very similar, and let’s allow States rather than housing au-
thorities, which do not have the capacity to innovate, to take on 
that challenge. 

Mr. KATZ. HANF is bad, because the State infrastructure is just 
not in place for administering housing, and housing is just not the 
same as welfare reform. There are radical differences here that we 
need to understand. Voucher reform is needed to make choice for 
all low-income recipients real by matching up housing, schools and 
jobs. I think the major issue is to try to have more of a metropoli-
tan approach to voucher administration, which is the way markets 
operate. 

Ms. KHADDURI. HANF is a step in the right direction, but as cur-
rently designed, I do not think it should be enacted. First, it does 
not preserve the choice-based character of the voucher program, if 
I read the draft legislation correctly, the introduced legislation cor-
rectly. I also do not think it has the explicit mandates for reporting 
of household-level information that would be essential in order to 
overcome the fears of many who have testified before this com-
mittee, that what we are looking at is a block and cut scenario. I 
think in order to avoid such scenarios, the Congress needs to con-
tinue to know how many families are assisted, who those families 
are, where they live, and how much subsidy money they are get-
ting. I do not think that the legislation as currently drafted and in-
troduced provides those guarantees. 

I share the concerns of many others who have testified about 
such program changes as time limits. I think I would agree more 
with Mr. Husock that lining up vouchers with other elements of 
welfare policy is something that needs to be done, and we have not 
gone far enough in doing it. But I think we should approach it in 
small steps and carefully test those steps, as was the case before 
the enactment of welfare reform. 

Mr. OLSEN. I would say that if HANF block grant money is not 
limited to choice-based assistance, it will be a disaster. But beyond 
that, I think we should have severe restrictions on the targeting on 
the poorest people, just as we have under the current program, 
with no discretion on the part of the Secretary to overrule that. 

Ms. TURNER. HANF is a bad idea. It does not address the prob-
lems that we know exist in the voucher program, and it runs the 
risk of creating much more serious problems. If there is going to 
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be a serious consideration of real reform of the voucher program, 
it should focus on getting the program administered more ration-
ally at a regional, at a metropolitan level so that it works really 
effectively in terms of outreach to landlords and real housing choice 
for families. 

Chairman NEY. Thank you, and welcome to Congress. It was 
three to three. 

I yield to our ranking member, Ms. Waters of California. 
Ms. WATERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me just say to you, 

Mr. Chairman, that no one will be able to accuse you of not really 
doing a great job on Section 8. I think this is our third hearing, 
so you certainly have brought in a lot of voices for us to hear with 
all of these hearings. I appreciate the panelists who are here today. 

I was particularly struck by some interesting research that was 
done by one of the panelists that happened to conclude that some-
how housing policy encourages single-parent families and provides 
a subsidy to single-parent families, when in fact we should be 
teaching single-parent families how not to be single-parent fami-
lies, and somehow this policy just exacerbates the problem. Also in 
this paper, it appears to be a lot of knowledge and information 
about the use of Section 8 vouchers by minorities who move into 
neighborhoods where they take their unsupervised children and 
play boom-boxes. 

I would like to know if this extensive and very scholarly research 
that is contained in this paper also helps us to understand what 
happens, and first of all, are there whites that use Section 8 vouch-
ers? I guess my question would be directed toward the scholar from 
the John F. Kennedy School of Government, Mr. Howard Husock. 
In your research, can you tell me about whites who use vouchers 
and what happens when they move into suburban areas? What 
does your research show about the size of their boom-boxes or any-
thing else? 

[LAUGHTER] 
Mr. HUSOCK. Thank you very much for the opportunity to re-

spond, Congresswoman Waters. I would just like to point out for 
the record that I was quoting minority homeowners who were ex-
pressing that concern. So it is fine to characterize my remarks as 
reflecting some sort of antipathy toward minority aspiration, but I 
can assure you that that is the farthest thing from the truth. 

Ms. WATERS. Oh, I am sorry. I guess what I was asking, are you 
able to quote any whites about what happens when people with 
vouchers move into their neighborhoods? 

Mr. HUSOCK. The particular essay that I wrote that included 
those interviews was based on interviews with minority home-
owners because of the concern that I had for their property values. 
So I was not looking at white neighborhoods. But if white people 
were moving in and playing boom-boxes next to black people, that 
would be just as serious a problem in my opinion, nor would I as-
sert that that could never happen. 

Ms. WATERS. And how predominant is the playing of these boom-
boxes? Do they play them all evening, on Saturdays or Sundays? 
What does your research show you? 

Mr. HUSOCK. I think you would have to ask Mr. Moore of 
Hazelcrest, Illinois, who I quote as saying that. I am sure if you 
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hold hearings in south suburban Chicago, and I hope you will, be-
cause you will find that there is a large group of African American 
homeowners who are very concerned about this program. He would 
be glad to apprise you of the extent of boom-box playing. 

Ms. WATERS. In addition to your scholarly research on boom-
boxes, could you describe more to me about the unsupervised chil-
dren of people who have vouchers? How does it compare with peo-
ple who don’t use vouchers? Where is it predominantly showing up? 
Just how big is this problem of unsupervised children does your re-
search show? What can you tell us about this? 

Mr. HUSOCK. I was quoting one individual who said that. 
Ms. WATERS. Okay. That is fine. Now, do you have any informa-

tion in your research about discrimination that was described by 
one of the panelists who indicated that oftentimes minorities do not 
have the opportunity to use their vouchers in certain areas and in 
certain ways because they are discriminated against? Did you find 
that in your research? 

Mr. HUSOCK. I did not research that topic. However, as you see 
in my prepared remarks, I examined HUD’s research on concentra-
tion and inferred from that high degree of concentration that ex-
isted, that it may be inevitable that concentrations of Section 8 
families develop because private property owners with other op-
tions appear to choose not to rent to Section 8 voucher holders, as 
evidenced by significant concentrations that we are seeing. 

Does that mean that no discrimination occurs? It is probably an 
economic discrimination. It is probably discrimination based on not 
wanting to participate in Federal programs, but we are seeing sig-
nificant concentrations. We can rail against that and say, well, we 
must do, as other panelists have suggested, more to counsel people 
to get into other neighborhoods and to open up those neighbor-
hoods. 

At the same time, I think we have to expect that that is going 
to be a very difficult road. That is why I welcome the possibility 
of social policy experimentation at the State level, because if you 
are going to have significant concentrations or you are going to 
have some individuals moving into areas in which they are pio-
neers, if you will, then I think it is very important that there be 
strong guidelines that align Section 8 policy with TANF and other 
social policy elements of the Federal government. This is because 
my concern lies with the aspirations of upwardly mobile families, 
particularly upwardly mobile minority families who I think are 
very concerned about this program, as I am sure you are aware. 

Ms. WATERS. Are you aware that 48 percent of all the Section 8 
vouchers are with whites? 

Mr. HUSOCK. I don’t really understand myself to be making a 
race-based argument. If you understand it that way, then I regret 
that, but that is certainly not my intention. My focus is on the eco-
nomics of Section 8 and on the possibility of how we can encourage 
Section 8 families to themselves become upwardly mobile. I am 
suggesting that the TANF Act gives us a blueprint that we can 
apply to housing assistance. The fact that there has been friction 
and people express themselves perhaps crudely and I quote them, 
and I can therefore be open to caricature, well, I am sorry, but that 
is certainly not my intention here. 
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Ms. WATERS. Well, certainly I need to share with you that when 
a panelist appears before this committee, and particularly one from 
Harvard with a paper that talks about unmowed laws and shop-
ping carts left on the street, and particularly quoting minorities 
and referencing minorities in relationship to unsupervised children 
and boom-boxes, that is racist, sir. 

Mr. HUSOCK. I take strong exception to the idea that quoting Af-
rican American homeowners making such remarks would be re-
garded as racist on my part. I am not quite sure how you jump to 
that conclusion. 

Ms. WATERS. What is racist on your part is that you come in rep-
resenting that you are from John F. Kennedy School of Govern-
ment, without any respectable research, and you tend to use some 
isolated comments to describe a group of people. That, sir, is racist. 
Now, if you don’t understand that, then we need to come up to 
Harvard and help them to understand the difference between using 
descriptions that are extremely negative, assigning it to one group 
of people without any data or research to support it. Yes, sir, that 
is racist. 

Mr. HUSOCK. May I point out for the record that in the quotation 
that the Congresswoman is referring to, I do not refer to the race 
of the Section 8 families. 

Ms. WATERS. Yes, you do in many ways. 
Mr. HUSOCK. I refer to the race of the minority homeowners. 
Ms. WATERS. We know how the language is couched, sir. We 

have been in this business for a long time, particularly I. And I un-
derstand exactly what you are saying and I do not like it. Now, you 
have a right to say it, but I have a right to tell you I don’t like 
it. Thank you very much and I yield back the balance of my time. 

Chairman NEY. The time has expired. 
Mr. Scott of Georgia? 
Mr. SCOTT. Yes, I certainly find the line of questioning very in-

teresting. It could stand some illumination in the fact that for your 
information, the consumption of boom-boxes and the hip-hop music 
that corresponds with it now has now moved over from being a pre-
dominantly African American consumption to being a predomi-
nantly white consumption, thanks largely to Eminem. 

[LAUGHTER] 
At any rate, I hope that this very exercise and this line of ques-

tioning shows the seriousness of this issue and the concerns of this 
committee that we not cause any more aggravation with the Sec-
tion 8 program. It is having enough difficulties as it is. I do recall 
the line of questioning. Our friend from Harvard appeared before 
this committee when we were doing all we could to make sure that 
we continued the HOPE VI. It just appears to me that there is a 
consistency in your testimony that tends to not be complimentary 
of what I think is the best direction of this committee, one, to save 
HOPE VI and reinstitute it, and certainly to save the good points 
of Section 8. 

But I do find very interesting, you know, when you use research 
papers and you write, you may use a quote, you may go anyplace, 
but the intent of the research paper is not governed by anything 
other than the driver of that car. You are the driver of the car. It 
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just seems to me that you may go out to find various things that 
may substantiate your position. 

But at any rate, I just wanted to get some clarification of why 
you mentioned this in your report. As I have written in the Man-
hattan Institute publication City Journal in suburban Chicago, 
with one of the highest concentration of voucher holders in the 
country, middle-class African Americans complain that they 
thought they left the ghetto behind, only to find that the Federal 
government is subsidizing it to follow them. I am trying to figure 
that out. And then you go on to say that Vikkey Perez of Richton 
Park, Illinois, owner of Nubian Beauty Supply, fears that the small 
signs of disorder that have come with the voucher tenants, the 
unmowed laws and shopping carts left in the street, and could un-
dermine the neighborhood. ‘‘Their lifestyle,’’ she says, ‘‘does not 
blend with our suburban lifestyle.’’

The point I am trying to get at is why would you go there? What 
are you trying to accomplish there if it is not racially charged, be-
cause it is not the case in many of the instances where Section 8 
has been used. I am just wondering why would you go there. 

Mr. HUSOCK. I went to south suburban Chicago on the rec-
ommendation of those who were familiar with the Section 8 pro-
gram, because I was told there was great concern about the imple-
mentation of the program there. I would just like to point out for 
the record that the scholar William Julius Wilson has talked about 
the declining significance of race and the importance of social class 
difference as an important determinant of overall social policy. 

That is what you are seeing in south suburban Chicago. You are 
seeing people from different social classes involved in an unfortu-
nate, somewhat acrimonious arrangement. I understand that this 
does not apply to every situation. The paper that you are holding 
in your hand was my written testimony. It is not a research paper 
and I did not represent it as such. But I think that a candid ac-
count of the potential for friction between social classes should be 
part of a reasonable discussion about Section 8 that need not be 
characterized as it has been. 

Mr. SCOTT. I guess what I am trying to get at is what is your 
point? You continue to make, even to go further, even go beyond 
using quotes, you come to some conclusion that says if voucher con-
centration is probable for economic reasons, it is important for pro-
gram guidelines to encourage voucher beneficiaries to take steps to 
end or reduce their need for such assistance over time. In fact, such 
encouragement is just as important in areas where voucher con-
centrations are lower. Again, go to the south suburbs of Chicago 
and you will meet minority, first-time homeowners criticizing Sec-
tion 8 in terms far stronger than I would dream of using here for, 
in their view, supporting households which they see as having 
brought problems to their neighborhoods.’’

Mr. HUSOCK. Yes. 
Mr. SCOTT. That just troubles me because I just think it is like 

finding a needle in the haystack. We have so many great stories 
about how Section 8 has revitalized communities and what a great 
program it is. It just seems to me that you tend to go out of your 
way here to bring some information and come to some conclusion. 
Again, just as the gentlewoman from California said, it is not just 
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coming from somewhere. You are coming from, you are making a 
Statement from arguably one of the most respected institutions in 
America, next of course to Florida A&M University, which inciden-
tally last year received more merit scholars than did Harvard. 

[LAUGHTER] 
But we really have got to kind of pull the cover over some of 

these kinds of statements so that we don’t give the credibility to 
them. This is just a little bit overblown here. I just want to call 
attention to that. You are certainly free to come to any conclusions, 
but it just seems to me there is some rather narrow purpose on 
this here that we certainly want to make sure that we raise the 
temperature on and let you know that we certainly are not in ac-
cord with them on this committee, and we find that they are cer-
tainly not received in a positive way, because we know of too many 
very positive cases. I guess really to take African Americans and 
put these words into them to say, it really tends to goad us, cer-
tainly me, the wrong way. 

Mr. HUSOCK. Candidly, I included that in my testimony because 
I thought that you would be interested, not because I was seeking 
to characterize it. I truly indeed thought that you would want to 
know honestly, from the bottom of my heart, I thought you would 
want to know what I believe was the suffering that I encountered 
in that room when I met with those homeowners. I thought you 
would want to know that and that you would care, and that is why 
I put it in there. If I have offended because of that, I truly regret 
that. 

Mr. SCOTT. The point that I am bothered about is the fact that 
not that they are there, people can say things, but from a person 
in your position to come and to make a blanket concluding state-
ment of negativity about this program. I do not question that. I 
mean, we do not know whether that happened or not. You say it 
happened, but the mere mention of using, from people who need 
the program the most to be the ones as the carrier of this, and with 
your credentials. So that is my point. 

I yield back. 
Chairman NEY. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
I don’t know about Florida A&M, but as a graduate of The Ohio 

State University, we have a warm spot in our heart for Miami. 
[LAUGHTER] 
Mr. Watt? 
Mr. WATT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
We have a little private joke going up here about the Chairman 

passing over me. Let me see if I can get us out of the anti-Husock 
posture and on to another subject. I saved you last time you were 
here, Mr. Husock. 

[LAUGHTER] 
Mr. HUSOCK. I remember that, too. 
Mr. WATT. I did you that favor last time. 
Mr. HUSOCK. I wrote you that letter. 
Mr. WATT. This is getting to be habit-forming here. 
[LAUGHTER] 
Let me applaud Mr. Katz and Ms. Turner for emphasizing a 

point, both of them independently, that I think is very important 
and I don’t want to go unnoticed here. Both of you mentioned the 
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need for Section 8 voucher recipients to have a broader base of in-
formation about available housing. I think Mr. Katz referred to it 
as a multiple listing of Section 8 availability. 

I want to emphasize to the chairman and other members that in 
last year’s housing bill, which did not go any further after it passed 
our community virtually unanimously, but there was a provision 
that sanctioned something called the socialserve.com program that 
has been used in Charlotte and some of the surrounding areas 
where they have come up with a really good listing of apartments 
that are available for low-income people, landlords who take Sec-
tion 8 vouchers, all different kinds of criteria. They have developed 
this and we actually were able to get some assistance for the con-
tinuation and expansion of that program. It would be similar to a 
multiple listing of low-income housing availability. 

Second, I want to, not to beat up on Mr. Husock, but to give Mr. 
Katz and Mr. Husock the opportunity to debate back and forth. Mr. 
Husock said that 28 percent of the recipients of Section 8 vouchers 
are also TANF recipients. For the life of me, I cannot figure out 
why you would take a 28 percent rate and say that that justifies 
treating the program in exactly the same way that you treat 
TANF. I would think that the 72 percent that is left might dictate 
how you treat the program, but that is not the point I want to 
make. Mr. Katz said that it is about 13 or 14 percent, but either 
way it is a fairly small fraction. It is not even one-third of the re-
cipients are recipients of welfare. 

So Mr. Husock, how do you get from even a 28 percent usage 
rate being welfare recipients to the conclusion that somehow the 
same model, even if we accept that the TANF model is a good 
model, which some of us do not accept, but if you accept that, I 
don’t see how you get from 28 percent to the whole thing ought to 
be treated as a welfare program. 

Mr. HUSOCK. A couple of things. First on the data itself, I speci-
fied 28 percent of non-elderly, non-disabled. If you include elderly 
and disabled, you get to a lower figure, as Mr. Katz did. So we are 
not really disagreeing about the figures. 

Mr. WATT. Well, that even more makes me concerned about what 
you said. 

Mr. HUSOCK. Okay. I got the idea that they ought to be aligned 
because 28 percent, or whatever percentage you take, is still over 
200,000 families in this country. That is a lot of people. 

Mr. WATT. Yes, but you have 800,000 people who are not. Why 
should they be following the model of welfare? They are not on wel-
fare. 

Mr. HUSOCK. What we do not know, I think, is whether it is fair 
to say that the TANF families are current TANF recipients. My 
concern is whether we are, as Congresswoman Waters pointed out 
about my concern about single-parent families, whether we are en-
couraging formation of families which are going to go on to have 
a lot of, you know, are prone to high poverty. 

Mr. WATT. You are making a different point. What is the ration-
ale for not doing that, Mr. Katz? 

Mr. HUSOCK. Right. We don’t know how many there are, so it is 
not necessarily a bad idea to say there ought to be a time limit, 
which is where I am going with this. 
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Mr. WATT. I am not suggesting it is a bad idea. I am just trying 
to figure out how you think it is a good idea, how you take 28 per-
cent and make it a good idea. I think I could make the case that 
72 percent makes it a bad idea a hell of a lot more than 28 percent 
making it a good idea. I wasn’t even trying to do that. 

Mr. Katz, go ahead. 
Mr. KATZ. I just wanted to reinforce your point. TANF is very 

different from housing. The first difference is that States were ad-
ministering welfare prior to TANF. They were administering the 
AFDC program. They were experimenting with the program. They 
were getting waivers from the prior administration. So there was 
expertise. There was an infrastructure of administration on welfare 
that does not exist at the State level on housing. That is number 
one. 

Number two, I think the real conversation we should be having 
is how does housing serve as the platform for helping welfare re-
cipients make the transition to work. And then how does it reward 
work once welfare recipients have made that transition? Because 
once they have made that transition, it is not like they are earning 
sufficient wages to afford housing in most metropolitan markets in 
the United States. 

So I think the HANF connection between housing and welfare is 
a really curious one. I think we have got to understand the role 
housing assistant can play in helping welfare recipients make the 
transition to work, and then stay in work, because the affordability 
problem does not go away even after employment. 

Mr. EGAN. Mr. Chairman, with your permission could I add to 
that? 

Chairman NEY. Yes. 
Mr. EGAN. I would like to speak from experience at the local 

level. As the Chairman indicated, I am the Chairman of the Fair-
fax County, Virginia Redevelopment and Housing Authority. I am 
struck with the ‘‘therefore’’ answer here. Just because the States 
administer TANF, therefore why should the voucher program also 
be administered by the States. Our experience is that where the 
connections with jobs, day care, transportation, supportive services 
are made are at the local level. We make those connections. I do 
not see therefore the HANF proposal, as I indicated earlier, adding 
any value to those relationships. In fact, my staff contends that 
they in fact would detract value from those relationships. 

Mr. WATT. Thank you. 
Mr. Chairman, I don’t want to ask another question. I do want 

to make two very quick points, though. Number one, I am dis-
tressed that Mr. Husock seems to think that we should still be in 
the business of experimenting with poor people. That is one point 
and that is not a question. 

Second, for the life of me, I have not been able to figure out what 
Ms. Khadduri, the point that you were making which contrasts 
substantially I think with the point that Ms. Turner was making, 
that simply putting something at the State level makes it more ef-
fective. If that were the case, I don’t know why we are even in-
volved in the Section 8 program. I mean, we ought to just get out 
of the business and let the States do it. That is not a question. 
There are a couple of points in your testimony where you just kind 
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of assume that something is better because it is not here. I do not 
necessarily accept that. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
Mr. Clay? 
Mr. CLAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Waters, 

and good afternoon, witnesses. 
Let me try a more targeted approach. Let me ask Mr. Olsen first, 

you stated that the housing choice voucher program is by far the 
most cost-effective program of housing assistance in the United 
States. Why do you want to change it? Tell me how the conversion 
to block grants will make the Section 8 voucher program better? 
And how will it be better for recipients? 

Mr. OLSEN. Actually, Ms. Khadduri would probably be better for 
answering this because what I know about this is really by reading 
a paper that she wrote. I think the advantages of going to block 
grant are not really large, but she argues and I agree with her that 
it will improve the portability of vouchers across different areas. 
There would also be some administrative savings by not having 
multiple housing authorities dealing with the same geographical 
area. 

Mr. CLAY. I will get to Ms. Khadduri. I want you to answer. 
OLSEN: Okay. I think those would be the main ones. I think I 

am forgetting one, but I don’t regard it as large. I think the best-
case scenario is that it would improve the program slightly. It has 
its flaws, but I think this is a very fine program. 

Mr. CLAY. I just wanted to hear your thinking along those lines. 
Ms. Turner, you talked about portability of vouchers by region. 

Let me ask you out of ignorance, could HUD institute this policy 
now? 

Ms. TURNER. I think HUD could be doing a lot to encourage the 
housing authorities in a region to collaborate with each other more 
effectively, to share waiting lists, to share application forms, and 
to streamline the process when families want to move from one ju-
risdiction to another. But HUD could go further. It could launch a 
demonstration inviting a regional institution in a metropolitan area 
to test the effectiveness of region-wide program administration, 
really assuming the responsibilities that are currently performed 
by individual housing authorities. 

Mr. CLAY. You also raised the concern that States could use the 
block grants for untested methods. I guess that is somewhat sound-
ing the alarm, that it could be a disaster to do this. 

Ms. TURNER. Yes, I think it could. Again, unlike TANF where we 
currently have no evidence on what would happen if there were 
time limits, what would happen if subsidy levels were reduced, 
what would happen if other cost saving restrictions were imposed 
on this program. We can make some assumptions. I think those 
kind of changes in the program would undermine landlord partici-
pation, undermine families’s ability to move to neighborhoods of 
their choice, and leave working families living in unaffordable 
housing without the assistance they need to pay high rent levels. 

Mr. CLAY. Thank you. 
Let me ask for the entire panel, if you could each approach this 

question and try to come up with a response. Why are we going to 
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take a successful program, send it to the States, and create prob-
lems for systems that are not adequate to administer the Section 
8 program? If you could just start on that end and give it a shot. 

Mr. EGAN. Mr. Clay, thank you. Let me just build upon my ear-
lier comment and speak mainly from my experience at the local 
level in Fairfax County. We have found that the kind of things that 
make for a successful program at the local level are a high degree 
of landlord participation, the opportunity to increase utilization 
rates, to provide mobility counseling and other kinds of supports 
that happen at the local level. We don’t see the State adding value 
to those activities. We do not understand why putting the decision 
making power in Richmond would make the program work better 
in Fairfax County. 

Mr. CLAY. And that relationship is derived from the local PHA 
and the Federal government. 

Mr. EGAN. I cannot imagine why a landlord in Fairfax County, 
who we work with very carefully and closely and supportively, 
would be aided and helped and encouraged to participate any bet-
ter in the program by someone in Richmond developing that rela-
tionship. 

Mr. CLAY. Thank you. 
Mr. Husock? 
Mr. HUSOCK. Before Governor Thompson of Wisconsin became 

HHS Secretary and initiated his welfare to work program, we 
didn’t know what the results of that were going to be either. So if 
we were to initiate adjustments in the Section 8 program based on 
encouraging long-term self-sufficiency and upward mobility, and to 
do it on a waiver basis as was suggested by Dr. Khadduri, I be-
lieve, such that the default would be on the States to demonstrate 
that there was a reasonable chance and they had thought their in-
novations out in a rigorous way, I don’t think there is any reason 
to presume that we are courting danger. Again, we saw experi-
mental, I guess that is a politically incorrect word here, work pre-
TANF. And we can see the same kind of thing again on a waiver 
basis, nothing precipitous, but I think that there is no reason to 
presume that States are going to follow it up. 

Mr. CLAY. But Mr. Husock, this is not a debate about TANF. I 
think the jury is still out on that. I mean, so what? We have 
dumped people off of the TANF rolls, and we do not know what has 
happened to those people. We don’t know what their plight is. 
Some have been successful, but not all. So let’s not compare TANF 
to HANF because I do not think it is similar. I really don’t. 

Because I am running out of time, I would like to go to Mr. Katz, 
and thank you for your answer. 

Mr. KATZ. When I was in the government, what we used to call 
this kind of proposals was an ‘‘OMB special.’’

[LAUGHTER] 
This is a proposal that from my perspective is designed to cut the 

budget over time, to de-couple funding decisions from market pres-
sures, from rent increases, and basically push the problem down to 
state governments, which obviously at this point in time are under 
dire fiscal stress. So I think we know what ultimately is behind 
this kind of proposal. 

Mr. CLAY. Thank you. 
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Ms. Khadduri? 
Ms. KHADDURI. I guess I differ from Mr. Katz in that I am will-

ing to assume that those who have proposed administration at the 
State level do so out of the best of motives, rather than out of the 
worst of motives. I do think that consolidating the administration 
of the program at the State level could make it a great deal more 
efficiently operated. 

As I said in my testimony and I have enlarged on it elsewhere, 
the program really has become a crazy quilt of lots of tiny little ad-
ministrators of programs and of overlapping jurisdictions within a 
metropolitan area. Sometimes the city and the county administer 
vouchers in the same place. It does not make any sense, and it does 
get in the way of effective program administration because land-
lords do not know what the rules are since they are dealing with 
two different housing authorities. Families don’t know which wait-
ing list to get on. 

I also think that the possibility for coordination of goals and 
processes for linking the voucher to other social programs is some-
thing that really ought to make us consider state-level administra-
tion. For example, programs for people with chronic mental illness 
and with developmental disabilities, by and large those policies are 
created and implemented at the State level. This is a population 
that uses the voucher program a great deal, but it has been dif-
ficult to serve that population as effectively as it might be with 
vouchers because of the disconnect between the local administra-
tion of the vouchers. 

Mr. CLAY. And after all of that having been said, will you take 
into consideration the dire financial straits that our States are ex-
periencing now, and you still have confidence that they will be able 
to administer this program in a manner where they will not go in 
and try to manipulate that funding for other areas. 

Are you still confident that the States are capable of doing that? 
I mean, look, these States are really dying on the vine. They are 
in big trouble financially. And yet you are confident we can give 
them this block grant and that they will focus all of that funding 
towards Section 8 programs, especially those States that do not 
have any experience in housing? I know my time is up. 

Ms. KHADDURI. As I said before, I think this should be a voucher 
program. I think the use of the program should be limited to ten-
ant-based assistance, either rental assistance or homeownership 
assistance, but that States should not be given broad flexibility to 
use the program for other kinds of housing-related things. 

Mr. CLAY. Thank you, and I am sorry for going over, Mr. Chair-
man. 

Chairman NEY. We are overtime on this one, I wanted to note. 
Mr. Davis? 
Mr. DAVIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thought we were at the 

NBA 5 minutes for a second, and not real-time 5 minutes. 
Mr. Husock, I was a little bit tempted to start with you earlier, 

but my friend from North Carolina, Mr. Watt’s, effort at salvation 
only got you to purgatory, so I am going to leave you alone at that 
point. 

What I do want to do, though, is start with Dr. Turner. One of 
the observations that you make, Dr. Turner, I suppose is somewhat 
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related to some of Mr. Husock’s observations. It is the fact that, 
whether it is racially based or whether it is based on some kind 
of class stigma, you name the basis of the stigma, there has been 
an effort on the part of some people to stigmatize the program, and 
certainly some communities have reacted perversely or negatively 
to Section 8 people ‘‘coming into the neighborhoods.’’

Can you talk for a second about how we can grapple with that 
problem? How we can deal with the problem of better educating 
people about Section 8? Because I think, number one, there is enor-
mous misconception about it. I think Ms. Waters’s point is certainly 
accurate that the majority of people in the program are members 
of, I hesitate to say majority, because I guess that would vary from 
State to state, but certainly a large number are white or Cauca-
sian. That is a common misconception about the program, that it 
is mainly blacks or Hispanics. 

Another common misconception about the program is that a sig-
nificant number of people on it are on welfare. Even by Mr. 
Husock’s account, it is only 28 percent. So how do we grapple with 
some of the various stereotypes and misconceptions that do exist 
around this program? 

Ms. TURNER. Thank you. I think that is an important challenge 
for the program, to overcome the stereotypes in receiving commu-
nities and also the stereotypes among landlords. In general, fami-
lies who receive Section 8 vouchers have been quite successful in 
getting access to neighborhoods all over the metropolitan area. The 
program does not result in very much clustering. There are some 
exceptions to that, and those exceptions are cause for concern, but 
they are the exception, they are not the rule. Our research suggests 
that when that kind of clustering occurs, it is because of the per-
sistence of race-and ethnicity-based discrimination and segregation 
in housing markets. It is because so many doors are closed to 
voucher recipients that they end up becoming clustered, often in 
the few neighborhoods that have not slammed their doors. 

Mr. DAVIS. Let me ask you a larger question, if I can take advan-
tage of a chance to get into a slightly broader area, we recognize 
that there is an enormous amount of discrimination that still goes 
on in housing in this country, and the consequence of it is that our 
schools are re-segregating. Another consequence of it is that suc-
cessful programs such as this end up getting stigmatized. 

How do we, as a practical matter, deal with that larger issue of 
integrating our neighborhoods in the context of using this kind of 
a program? Can you talk about ways that we could possibly better 
use Section 8 to accomplish the goal of integrating neighborhoods? 

Ms. TURNER. It is obviously going to take more than the Section 
8 program to win the fight against segregation and discrimination. 
But of all our housing programs, Section 8 offers the most in this 
regard because it gives individual families the freedom to choose 
where to go and it lets one family at a time make a neighborhood 
choice and move into a neighborhood. When the program is used 
effectively, families of all races get a chance to look at the neigh-
borhoods available to them; neighborhoods where they are race pre-
dominates; neighborhoods where they would be in a minority; look 
at them and decide is this the neighborhood that offers a better life 
for me and my children. 
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When the program works well, they get help making that move 
and an effective housing authority would be reaching out to that 
receiving community, not sending up alarm bells if there is some-
body new moving in here, but watching and being ready to help 
that family and help the community overcome any challenges of 
misunderstandings that might arise. 

Mr. DAVIS. Let me turn to a slightly different question in the 
time that I have left. There are at least two or three of you on the 
panel who have expressed some sympathy with the idea of decen-
tralizing this program, if you will. I am not quite sure that I under-
stand that argument. Number one, it is already a program that is 
decentralized. It is primarily administered at the local level as it 
is. I could see it if we were talking about a Federally administered 
program that you wanted to devolve into the local communities. 
This is, in effect, a locally administered program that you want to 
shift back up to the States. It is kind of the opposite of the usual 
Federalism thrust. 

Let me ask those of you who are sympathetic to the goals of 
HANF, why not simply find ways to strengthen our local housing 
authorities, which seems to me to be a slightly more rational re-
sponse to this problem? 

Mr. HUSOCK. I actually have some sympathy with that point of 
view. I think that HANF seems to be the vehicle, candidly, that 
could serve to practically become a means to adopt some changes 
in the program. But as I pointed out in my testimony, in Congress-
man Watts’s home town of Charlotte, I think the housing authority 
there is doing a great job, because you happen to have an executive 
director who was bold and willing to experiment and not afraid of 
getting called names for trying out a voluntary time limit. 

If more housing authorities were encouraged to act in those di-
rections, that I think would be a very positive thing. So I do not 
rule out the idea that housing authorities can do a good job. It just 
seems to be as a practical matter, we are more likely to get quicker 
change by aligning social and housing policy at the State level. 

Mr. DAVIS. If the chair would give me an additional minute or 
so let me try to make one additional point that I do think comes 
to mind as I listen to a lot of you. There is talk from at least some 
of you about the utility of putting this program in the hands of the 
States, and you are making the usual arguments about experimen-
tation and about innovation. I think we have heard all those argu-
ments before. 

One thing that strikes me as being very different, though, is the 
complete absence of standards that HANF would contain for what 
makes for a successful program. It is one thing to say to the States, 
go forth and innovate, go forth and create, but we are not giving 
them very many standards. 

Mr. Husock, you just outlined the kind of local program that you 
think works. That is well and good. The problem is that HANF 
does not do a very good prescriptive job of saying this kind of pro-
gram works or that kind of program doesn’t work. So I will just 
close with this observation that if we are even going to seriously 
consider as a committee and as an institution adopting HANF, 
which I hope we don’t, but if we are going to consider doing that 
and if we are going to consider making these kinds of changes, it 
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strikes me that we have to at least staple some genuine standards 
onto the administration of Section 8. Otherwise it will become sim-
ply survival of the fittest and that will not be a good thing for a 
lot of people dependent on this program. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NEY. Ms. Velazquez is next, but Mr. Scott, did you 

have a comment? 
Mr. SCOTT. Yes, I just had one point I wanted to make right 

quick. I appreciate your giving me my time. The other point I 
wanted to discuss was that it just concerns me, of all the things 
about this move, is the move to the States. Let me tell you why. 
I served in the State legislature of Georgia for 28 years, served 20 
in the senate, and all of those years on the Budget Committee. One 
of the things that bothers me about this is there is no cry coming 
from the States of ‘‘give me this program.’’ Many of them said they 
really don’t want it; many of them are not equipped to handle it; 
they have no housing experience; there are no housing authorities 
there. 

The other thing is, these are block grants going down to States, 
many States of which have constitutional amendments to have bal-
anced budgets, which means quite frankly that if those funds are 
not dedicated, the only way they can be dedicated is to come with 
laws that the legislature will pass that they cannot be touched. 
None of those things are coming with this. This is money being 
given. 

So we really have some very fearful concerns that have not been 
addressed that to give this program to the States is just like throw-
ing red meat out into the lion’s den, to paraphrase a word. 

Mr. DAVIS. Would you yield for a second, Mr. Scott? Mr. Chair-
man, if you will just let me make one brief follow-up point. 

Chairman NEY. I will note that it will be on Ms. Velazquez’s 
time. 

Mr. DAVIS. I can do it in 20 seconds, Ms. Velazquez. 
Chairman NEY. I will give you 10.5 seconds. 
Mr. DAVIS. Okay. One of the things that really keeps occurring 

to me is that whenever we talk about transferring these respon-
sibilities to the States, has anybody ever bothered to ever poll the 
Governors or the Governors Association to ask them if they want 
these things? Those of you who are advocating that, has anybody 
even bothered to poll the Governors Association and ask them? 
Okay, I read that as a no. Thank you. 

Mr. SCOTT. That is my point. 
Chairman NEY. We will turn to the gentlelady from New York 

who has extended time. 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Husock, I am sorry to have missed the earlier questioning 

of this panel. I understand, however, that several of my colleagues 
addressed negative implications and the tone of your testimony. I 
am glad that I went to another meeting so that I took some fresh 
air. I really was outraged by your testimony and your subjectivity. 
I resent the fact that we invite witnesses who can come here, read 
a Statement such as yours, and then say that those things cannot 
be attributed to you because these are words of other people. I 
don’t know if what you wrote quoting other people was true or not. 
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Anyway, so let’s discuss not what you are attributing to other 
people what they said, but let’s discuss part of your testimony that 
can be attributed to you. You advocate time limits on short-term 
assistance to enable long-term reliance. Approximately 70 percent 
of people on vouchers are already working. How will terminating 
their assistance help these families to improve their situation and 
achieve self-sufficiency? 

Mr. HUSOCK. My concern is the formation or, candidly, is inviting 
more people to participate over time by encouraging the formation 
of new households that are in need. I am hopeful that if we had 
a time limit, and maybe it should be a time limit for new house-
holds, for new enrollees, because we should not change the rules 
in the middle of the game. I take the point. 

If we can set the rules such that those who are enrolling in the 
program now understand, and this is how it was done in Charlotte. 
In Charlotte, the time limit was linked up with HOPE VI and 
those who were entering the HOPE VI program projects, they said, 
okay, this is a really good new unit and we think that in order to 
enroll in this program and to move into this, you ought to think 
about a five-year voluntary time limit. That is the way that Char-
lotte proceeded. I think that is really a national model. 

I am not endorsing a blanket time limit. I am saying we ought 
to look to the States to experiment. If States in their wisdom under 
the guidance of elected officials such as yourself think it is precipi-
tous to move people off of Section 8, and we don’t really even have 
data, by the way, on how long people stay in Section 8. HUD is not 
keeping that data and disseminating it, to my knowledge, so it may 
be that most people are not even on the program that long and it 
would not even be that big of a change. But it would be a big 
change for people who are coming into the program for the first 
time. I think a voluntary time limit or perhaps a mandatory time 
limit under some States’s or localities’s aegis is worth trying in a 
well-evaluated way, as Dr. Khadduri has said. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Olsen, I am intrigued by the proposal that 
you set out in your testimony to have PHAs success rate determine 
rates to which they can over-extend vouchers. How would you han-
dle the potential problem of more families finding a home than 
there are vouchers available? Who then decides which family gets 
the voucher? What would you do to make up the time lost to the 
family searching for a home, only to be denied a voucher? How 
would you compensate the landlord for any income lost as a result 
of potential tenants who were turned away believing the voucher 
holder would move in? 

Mr. OLSEN. I think that we should expect that everyone who is 
offered a voucher would use it. We have had an Entitlement Hous-
ing Assistance Program. We tried it during the experimental hous-
ing allowance program, an entitlement program, the participation 
rate was less than 50 percent. Those vouchers were much less gen-
erous than the current vouchers. Their cost was about $3,000 a 
year, rather than $6,000 a year in today’s prices. 

It is often said, people afforded vouchers can’t find a unit. It is 
not that the unit is not there. The units are there. It is a question 
of how much incentive people have to find them. And when you 
had an entitlement program, many people chose not to, some of 
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them went out and searched and simply could not find a unit with-
in the amount of time they were willing to devote to it. But these 
were largely people who were eligible for the smallest subsidies. 
People eligible for very small subsidies just decided they were not 
going to do it. That has been found in the Section 8 voucher pro-
gram. The participation rate is highest among the poorest people. 
Why? Because they receive the largest subsidy for finding a unit. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. But let’s take New York, for example. 
Mr. OLSEN. Yes. 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ. There are almost 100 percent of vouchers being 

used, and then the units are not there. 
Mr. OLSEN. Well, the units must be there if all of the vouchers 

are used. Are you saying all of the people are getting into units? 
Ms. VELAZQUEZ. What I am saying is we are facing a housing cri-

sis in New York City, and the same way in Los Angeles and other 
urban cities across the country. 

Mr. OLSEN. Usage is not going to be a problem, certainly in the 
current situation, because there are about 30 times as many fami-
lies eligible for vouchers who already live in units that meet the 
program’s standards as there are vouchers to allocate. In the cur-
rent situation, there can never really be a problem of using all of 
the vouchers. This is a matter of mismanagement. When they are 
not used, in my book it is a matter of mismanagement by local 
housing authorities, not adjusting their over-issuing of vouchers to 
the success rates they have actually observed. 

It is like college admission officers. If college admission officers 
did as poorly as some of the housing authorities, not all of them, 
as some of them, they would not be around. They would not have 
the job that much longer. So I view low utilization rates as a fail-
ure of administration by local housing authorities. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
Ms. Waters, any additional questions? 
Ms. WATERS. If I may, Mr. Chairman. You have been very gen-

erous and gracious with your time. We did not have an opportunity 
to delve into this idea that somehow this housing program could 
teach morality. I am really concerned about the thinking that we 
encourage with Section 8 single-parent families, by giving women, 
single-parent women housing, somehow we support the idea that 
they are not married, or we support the idea that they are having 
babies out of wedlock. I am very bothered by that. 

Let me ask, what would you suggest we do with single-parent 
households that need housing, that qualify for housing? How would 
you develop a policy that would encourage them to get married, if 
that is some kind of value that you think should be inserted into 
this policy? How would you do that, Mr. Husock? 

Mr. HUSOCK. I meant to point out just the figures speak for 
themselves, that the largest group of those who receive Section 8 
housing vouchers are single-parent families, especially among non-
elderly, non-disabled. So I think it is a program that addresses that 
group, I think that is incontrovertible. 

My thought was that if for new enrollees particularly, over time 
they had the sense that this was a declining subsidy, perhaps not 
a precipitous cut-off, but a decline over time, again something that 
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jurisdictions can consider, then they would make life choices, 
maybe they would say, gee, the rent is going to go up and if I want 
to buy this unit, maybe it is worth thinking about whether I want 
to make some kind of a lifestyle choice that would have some sort 
of co-household head. This is a category of HUD’s too. 

Ms. WATERS. I am sorry. I want to make sure I understand your 
Statement. It was kind of couched in some interesting language. 
You are saying that find somebody with enough money to help you 
pay the rent and get married. It is an economic decision? 

Mr. HUSOCK. I am suggesting that financial incentives could play 
a role, sure. 

Ms. WATERS. That is very interesting. Thank you very much. 
Chairman NEY. A question I had, and I want to get to the second 

panel, but a quick question I had, Mr. Katz, you were talking about 
urban metropolitan areas and some consolidation. Do you have any 
thoughts about the smaller areas where you have 30 or 40 vouch-
ers, you know, rural or small areas? 

Mr. KATZ. I think that is an interesting question as to who ulti-
mately should bear responsibility for administering the program in 
non-metropolitan areas. Perhaps that is where the States should 
play a role. Now, some of those smaller areas are obviously right 
at the fringe of metropolitan areas, directly in the path of growth. 
From my perspective, I would consider them to actually be part of 
the metropolitan areas, even if they are not defined as such. 

I still think the question of who administers is different from the 
question of how the funding arrangement is set out, and all the 
other programmatic restrictions and issues that have been dis-
cussed today. So I think this question of who administers is sepa-
rate from some of the programmatic issues that have been dis-
cussed. That is why, from my perspective, the HANF proposal, 
whether it is for an entire state or just for non-metropolitan areas, 
is very troublesome. 

Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
I want to thank the panel. I think you have been a tremendous 

panel and I appreciate your time here up on the Hill. Thank you. 
Panel two can come forward, thank you. We had panel one and 

panel two, and we moved to panel three. 
[LAUGHTER] 
Let me just introduce the witnesses. Sheila Crowley is President 

and CEO of the National Low Income Housing Coalition. She is a 
member of the board of the National Housing Trust, the Poverty 
and Race Research Action Council and the Technical Assistance 
Collaborative. Dr. Crowley lectures widely on the issues of social 
policy, social justice and legislative advocacy. Welcome to the Hill. 

Henry Marraffa, Jr., has served on the Gaithersburg City Coun-
cil since 1995. He is testifying today on behalf of the National 
League of Cities, where he serves on the Community Economic De-
velopment Steering Committee. Ann O’Hara is a co-founder and 
Associate Director of the Technical Assistance Collaborative in Bos-
ton, Massachusetts. Previously, she served the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts as the Assistant Secretary for Housing and Director 
of Rental Assistance Programs. John Sidor has 25 years of experi-
ence in the housing and community development field and is cur-
rently a public policy management consultant. He is also adjunct 
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faculty member in the graduate program of strategic leadership at 
Mountain State University in Martinsburg, West Virginia. 

I want to welcome the panel. Thank you for your indulgence of 
the time waiting. We will begin. 

STATEMENT OF MS. SHEILA CROWLEY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
LOW INCOME HOUSING COALITION, WASHINGTON, DC 

Ms. CROWLEY. Chairman Ney and Ranking Member Waters, 
thank you very much for the opportunity to testify today on the 
housing voucher program. I am Sheila Crowley. I am President of 
the National Low Income Housing Coalition and I am representing 
our members who share the goal of ending the affordable housing 
crisis in America and who have substantial experience with and ex-
pertise on the housing voucher program. We understand the pro-
gram’s value, its issues, and its challenges. 

We have advocated with Administrations and Congresses of both 
parties to expand and improve the program since it began in 1974, 
which coincides with the founding of the National Low Income 
Housing Coalition. We consider the housing voucher program to be 
a co-equal partner in what we see as the trio of solutions to the 
affordable housing crisis, that is production, preservation and in-
come subsidies. We strenuously oppose the proposal to convert the 
Section 8 housing voucher program to a block grant. 

This committee has carefully studied the depth and breadth of 
the affordable housing crisis and has come to the same conclusions 
as many others that there is a serious shortage of housing units 
that are affordable for the lowest income households. The latest 
analysis of the affordable housing crisis is contained in the 2003 
state of the nation’s housing report issued by the Joint Center for 
Housing Studies of Harvard just this morning. I would like to re-
quest that copy of the report be placed in the record. 

Chairman NEY. Without objection. 
[The following information can be found on page 411 in the ap-

pendix.] 
Ms. CROWLEY. Okay. I think you will find this to be of satisfac-

tory scholarly rigor. 
Despite housing being the one bright spot in an otherwise dismal 

economy, the Joint Center reports that three in ten U.S. house-
holds have housing affordability problems, and 14.3 million house-
holds are spending more than half of their income for their hous-
ing. Three-quarters of these are households that are in the bottom 
income quintile and the gap between the number of renter house-
holds in the bottom 20 percent of income and the number of hous-
ing units they can afford now stands at two million. 

Our assessment of the housing voucher program is that it is es-
sential. It is largely successful. It should be funded at an increased 
level, and it is in need of reform. Problems that have inhibited 
voucher utilization can be grouped into three categories: adminis-
trative shortcomings, discrimination against voucher holders, and 
the lack of modestly priced housing stock. 

H.R. 1841 only addresses the administration of the voucher pro-
gram and does so, in our opinion, in a heavy-handed and off-target 
manner. The rationale to block grant the voucher program to 
States in order to improve its administration fails to recognize sub-
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stantial improvement in voucher utilization in the last two years, 
and indeed the information that we have gotten most recently from 
HUD is that the utilization rate is now over 95 percent. 

There are numerous reasons to reject this proposal. I have re-
viewed many of them in my written testimony. You have heard 
many of them from other panelists. But let me say that its greatest 
flaw is the failure to guarantee that the funding of the housing 
voucher program would keep pace with housing costs. States would 
be unable to continue to serve the same number of low-income peo-
ple at the level needed to assure housing affordability, much less 
expand assistance to help the many thousands of people on housing 
voucher waiting lists. 

Protestations that erosion of the voucher program is not the in-
tent of the proposal notwithstanding, the mounting Federal deficit 
and the corresponding debt that it will create will force harsh 
measures in the not-too-distant future. In the current fiscal envi-
ronment, converting the housing voucher program to a block grant 
is best understood as stage-setting for future cuts to the program. 

There are several straightforward things that Congress can do to 
improve voucher utilization, some of which were in H.R. 3995, your 
omnibus housing bill from the last Congress, and in bills in the 
Senate. First, HUD has the option to reallocate unused vouchers 
from one administering agency to another, and Congress should re-
quire reallocation from communities that cannot use all their hous-
ing vouchers to those who can, and to the extent possible keep 
those housing vouchers in the same region. The threshold for re-
allocation should be quite high, a 95 percent utilization rate. 

Second, Congress should enact reforms that will incentivize own-
ers of rental property to participate in the program, in particular 
making the inspection process more flexible and less time con-
suming for owners, a proposal that was detailed in H.R. 3995. And 
third, Congress should establish a housing success fund or other 
mechanism to help housing voucher holders find and access avail-
able housing with funds for application fees, credit checks, security 
deposits and the like, as well as supporting housing search assist-
ance, outreach and counseling and those kinds of things. 

We know that some landlords decline to accept housing vouchers 
because they object to the people who are voucher holders. Con-
gress should consider a testing program that would attempt to dis-
cern the extent to which discrimination against voucher holders 
violates Federal fair housing laws. Ultimately, the success of the 
housing voucher program does depend on the availability of safe 
and affordable housing. 

This committee came to bipartisan agreement last year on the 
need for some new form of investment in housing production. Many 
others have come to that agreement. So in closing, I would like to 
urge the committee to take up H.R. 1102, the National Affordable 
Housing Trust Fund Act of 2003, which now has 200 cosponsors in 
the House, at your earliest possible convenience. 

Thank you for inviting me here today. 
[The prepared statement of Sheila Crowley can be found on page 

284 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
Next witness? 
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STATEMENT OF MR. HENRY MARRAFFA, JR., 
COUNCILMEMBER, GAITHERSBURG, MD, ON BEHALF OF THE 
NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES 
Mr. MARRAFFA. Chairman Ney, Ranking Member Waters, mem-

bers of the subcommittee, my name is Henry Marraffa. I am a 
council member of the City of Gaithersburg, Maryland and a mem-
ber of the National League of Cities, and I serve on the Community 
and Economic Development Steering Committee. It is my pleasure 
to be here today to testify on behalf of the National League of Cit-
ies and over 18,000 municipalities across the country, on the pro-
posed changes to the Section 8 housing assistance program. 

Section 8 housing, also known as the Housing Choice Voucher 
Program, is a key part of the Federal government’s efforts to ad-
dressing an ongoing national housing crisis through the private 
housing market. The NLC believes a radical change in the nation’s 
largest low-income housing program will substantially damage a 
program that is effective in providing housing assistance to low-in-
come families, the elderly and disabled individuals. 

H.R. 1841, the Housing Assistance for Needy Families legisla-
tion, poses significant threats to the success of the Section 8 pro-
gram. In particular, the National League of Cities is concerned 
with specific provisions of the legislation that threaten, one, the 
overall level of Federal funding and the funding structure of the 
program; number two, the reduction in and constraints on assist-
ance available to low-income families; number three, local control 
over housing programs; and number four, an increase in adminis-
trative burden. 

Currently, Congress adjusts funding each year based on changes 
in actual costs to ensure that housing agencies have sufficient 
funds to cover all the vouchers they have used. H.R. 1841 makes 
no provision for adjusting total block grant funding based on hous-
ing costs, general inflation or any other factor. The formula pro-
posed would only consider housing costs to decide the percentage 
of the total funding provided for the block grant nationally that 
would go to each state, not the cost of the housing at the local level. 

If Federal funding falls behind the program’s needs, States would 
have to contribute their own funds, which they sorely do not have 
right now, or scale back the programs. They will do this in a num-
ber of ways: by reducing the number of families that receive hous-
ing vouchers; by shifting housing assistance to higher income fami-
lies; they also will shift rent burdens to families participating in 
the program; or limiting opportunities to use vouchers to escape 
the high-poverty areas. 

As things stand now, three out of four low-income families eligi-
ble for vouchers do not receive housing assistance because of fund-
ing limitations. In Montgomery County alone, where I live, we have 
approximately 62,000 residents who cannot afford the market rate 
of $1,180 for a two-bedroom apartment. Our voucher program has 
a waiting list that is currently at 4,370. 

Local flexibility is the key to the success of the Section 8 voucher 
program. Public housing authorities, with the cooperation of local 
governments, have a long history of administering the voucher pro-
gram in a way that supports families and ensures accountability 
and protects the public’s interest. For instance, in my city of Gai-
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thersburg, the Housing Opportunity Commission of Montgomery 
County, with which we work, administers the Section 8 voucher 
program currently to 4,292 lease vouchers. That is a 96 percent uti-
lization rate. We actually do not have enough vouchers. 

Finally, one of the most problematic aspects of the proposal is 
the State’s ability to discriminate against sub-state areas. A state 
could shift vouchers from one community to another community; 
provide more administrative resources to one area to the exclusion 
of another; or even bar the use of vouchers in certain regions. This 
is politics at its worse. Such a discriminatory action would be detri-
mental not only to a local community not in good standing in the 
State, but also would ill-serve the overall needs of the low-income 
people living there. 

In conclusion, while the Section 8 voucher program has been suc-
cessful across the country, the National League of Cities recog-
nizes, along with most everyone else who has testified, that the 
program is not perfect. Perhaps some of the technical aspects of the 
program should be revisited by the experts who administer the pro-
grams. The National League of Cities is committed to assisting 
Congress and this administration in such a review. Local govern-
ment and public housing authorities belong and should remain the 
front line to play a primary role. 

I would like to state for the record that the National Association 
of Counties, the National Association of Local Housing Finance 
Agencies, and the National Community Development Association 
share our strong commitment to local control and endorse the posi-
tion of the National League of Cities as reflected in our testimony 
today and our written testimony. 

I would like to especially thank the Center on Budget and Policy 
Priorities and the Council on Large Public Housing Authorities for 
their technical assistance in preparing this testimony. I appreciate 
the opportunity to be in front of you all on behalf of the National 
League of Cities, and I would be happy to answer any questions 
at the end. 

Thank you very much. 
[The prepared statement of Henry Marraffa Jr. can be found on 

page 335 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. I want to thank you. 
Next witness? 

STATEMENT OF MS. ANN O’HARA, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COLLABORATIVE, BOSTON, MA, ON 
BEHALF OF THE CONSORTIUM FOR CITIZENS WITH DISABIL-
ITIES HOUSING TASK FORCE 

Ms. O’HARA. Chairman Ney, Ranking Member Waters, and mem-
bers of the subcommittee, I would like to thank you as well for the 
opportunity to provide testimony today on H.R. 1841. I do so on be-
half of the Consortium for Citizens with Disabilities, a coalition of 
approximately 100 consumer advocacy provider and professional or-
ganizations who advocate with and on behalf of people with disabil-
ities and their families. 

My work has been to expand access to Section 8 vouchers and 
other Federal housing programs for people with disabilities. My 
professional experience includes 6 years overseeing the Common-
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wealth of Massachusetts’s statewide Section 8 program. The CCD 
Housing Task Force represents people with disabilities who have 
very low incomes, including three million who rely on Federal sup-
plemental security income payments of $550 a month. They are 
participants in the program. They are on waiting lists for the 
voucher program, or they are trying to get on waiting lists. They 
live in institutions, in nursing homes, in board and care homes that 
are substandard, in emergency shelters, or at home with aging par-
ents who don’t know how the rent will be paid once they die. 

Two weeks ago, we released a study, Priced Out in 2002, which 
found that people with disabilities receiving SSI in the United 
States today need to pay 105 percent of their monthly income in 
order to rent an apartment at the HUD fair market rent. A deep 
housing subsidy like Section 8 is the only way to solve a housing 
affordability gap of this magnitude. In the past 8 to 10 years, the 
Section 8 program has become a lifeline for people with disabilities, 
particularly since more than 400,000 units of public and assisted 
housing are now designated as elderly-only. 

The CCD Housing Task Force is strongly opposed to the block 
grant proposal. We believe that a block grant modeled after TANF 
has virtually no relevance to people with disabilities or to elderly 
households or families that work, for that matter, who comprise the 
vast majority of Section 8 participants. We believe that Congress 
should continue to have the direct responsibility for ensuring ade-
quate funding for all vouchers and for establishing Section 8 poli-
cies. And we believe that the Section 8 program should continue to 
be targeted to the most critical housing needs in our country today, 
those of extremely low-income people. 

We would like to point out a few specific concerns regarding the 
legislation. As others have said, the block grant is very likely to 
cap program expenditures as rents rise. As a result, the number of 
households inevitably would go down or the rent paid by the tenant 
would inevitably go up. Neither of these options is acceptable to the 
disability community. 

Second, with a flexible block grant, state administrators could 
easily redirect voucher funding away from people with disabilities 
to serve more popular political constituencies. They could imple-
ment time limits that would be disastrous for people with disabil-
ities whose impairments are not subject to arbitrary time limits. 
And they could implement policies that segregate people with dis-
abilities, rather than promote community integration. 

We strongly oppose new targeting policies in the legislation that 
would permit higher-income households, including those for people 
with disabilities above 80 percent of median income. There are 
other housing programs that can assist people at these income lev-
els. Fourth, a block grant proposal would end the congressional 
strategy to provide Section 8 vouchers for people with disabilities 
who are no longer eligible to move into elderly-only buildings. It 
could also jeopardize 10,000 vouchers currently funded from the 
Section 811 appropriations. 

Finally, there is ample evidence that a State-administered block 
grant will not work; that the transition would cause chaos in a pro-
gram that, despite its problems, continues to work well. Many 
States have not done a good job running Section 8. Many States 
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do not want to administer a block grant program, and others lack 
the capacity to do so. 

Section 8 relies on an important third partner, the landlord. Any 
radical change proposed would prompt many landlords to sit on the 
sidelines. Tenants would also be uncertain about the future of their 
rent subsidy, a situation that would be disastrous for people with 
disabilities who have nowhere else to turn. 

We believe there are reforms and improvements which could be 
made to the voucher program. They have been mentioned by al-
most every speaker, like increasing local flexibility in setting max-
imum rents, flexibility that was actually in the program before 
Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act was passed in 1998. 
We believe that vouchers should be linked more effectively to af-
fordable units, especially accessible housing developed with HOME 
or tax credit financing. We believe that PHAs should be able to get 
access to voucher success funds for landlord outreach housing 
search and other costs associated with helping people find housing. 

Chairman NEY. I am sorry to interrupt, but they have called a 
vote, so if we can get a brief summary on yours because we might 
have some questions. 

Ms. O’HARA. In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we would like to see 
Congress and HUD work together to seek solutions to these issues. 

Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Ann O’Hara can be found on page 

343 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
Mr. Sidor? 

STATEMENT OF MR. JOHN SIDOR, PRINCIPAL, THE HELIX 
GROUP, HARPERS FERRY, WV 

Mr. SIDOR. Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman and subcommittee 
members. I appreciate the opportunity to speak to you. 

Let me just simply summarize my comments and say while I 
think the voucher program is a pretty good program, and probably 
a key component of national housing policy, it has two flaws that 
I think make it less effective than it should be and over time will 
make it a less effective program particularly. And that is, we tend 
to put vouchers where there are relatively few jobs for people of 
modest skills and education levels, and vouchers tend to be used 
in isolation from other resources, particularly human development 
resources. 

I have prepared a Statement in which I elaborate on both these 
points. It shows an indication of where jobs are and where vouch-
ers are, and the disconnect, and shows some examples of state ad-
ministration. Twenty-eight States administer the program, having 
an average voucher administration of 6,600. I think their networks 
of delivery systems really can overcome both these issues of pro-
viding vouchers where jobs are and using vouchers in conjunction 
with other resources. 

Therefore, I support the idea in concept of a State-administered 
voucher program, not a HANF program, but a State-administered 
voucher program in which States have the option to administer the 
program, modeled something like the CDBG program. 

Is that a quick enough summary? 
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[The prepared statement of John Sidor can be found on page 388 
in the appendix.] 

Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
I will be very quick because of the series of votes. I want to ask 

Ms. O’Hara, did you say 105 percent of the income level for a per-
son who has a disability? 

Ms. O’HARA. Yes. That is the national average. 
Chairman NEY. You mean 105 percent is paid for the apartment? 
Ms. O’HARA. It would cost 105 percent of the Federal SSI month-

ly payment to rent an apartment priced at the one-bedroom fair 
market rent. 

Chairman NEY. We would like to pursue that further, just be-
cause the average is 30 percent, if a person does not have a form 
of a disability. 

Ms. O’HARA. That is right. 
Chairman NEY. The question I wanted to ask Ms. Crowley, is 

there anything that you think needs changing? I read your testi-
mony, so I am clear where you are at on Section 8. Are there some 
ideas you would have that things do need changing within the ad-
ministration of this program? Are you saying we keep it right as 
it is? 

Ms. CROWLEY. I certainly think that there are ways to make the 
administration more efficient. For example, authorities that have a 
small number of vouchers, could create some sort of consortia. That 
would make more sense. I certainly think that the work that Bruce 
Katz has done on metropolitan understanding of regional areas 
contributes to understanding how it is that housing markets work, 
and that if housing authorities could in fact come together and fig-
ure out how to do regional administration, that would make a lot 
more sense than a lot of this overlap. 

On the small ones I live in this little city of Fredericksburg, Vir-
ginia. The State of Virginia administers the voucher program for 
about 40-some different small jurisdictions that do not have their 
own housing authorities. Three of them were together in Fred-
ericksburg and surrounding counties. It was very inefficient. And 
so those three jurisdictions came together in and of themselves, 
made the decision to do it on a regional basis, contracted with a 
nonprofit that was doing other kinds of housing programs, building 
housing with tax credits and those kinds of things, but has housing 
expertise, and got the Virginia Housing Development Authority to 
agree to that, made a proposal, and that is going very nicely. 

So there are certainly lots of options that are available and that 
I think we should encourage them as much as possible 

Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
The gentlelady from California? 
Ms. WATERS. I am fine, Mr. Chairman. There is one thing that 

I have not given enough thought to, but I want to, and that is sup-
port for landlords. I want to find out the problems that are associ-
ated with the landlords and why some do not want to accept vouch-
ers, and see if the bureaucracy has grown so much that it is dis-
couraging them, and see what we can do; see if there are any real 
problems there. That is one area I am going to pay a little bit of 
attention to. The other is automatic. We support the program as it 
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is and are opposed to moving this to the States. The one area 
where I think we can do something is working with landlords. 

Ms. CROWLEY. If I may, that certainly was an area that was ad-
dressed in H.R. 3995 last year and that could easily be incor-
porated into a much less drastic piece of legislation. 

Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
Mr. Sidor, one quick question or clarification. You support block 

granting it, but you do not support HANF? 
Mr. SIDOR. I think that is true. I think that they should have the 

option of administering a flexible voucher program, not HANF as 
proposed in the legislation. 

Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
The chair notes that some members may have additional ques-

tions for the panel which they may wish to submit in writing. 
Without objection, the hearing record will remain open for 30 days. 
Hearing no objection, it is open for 30 days for members to submit 
written questions to these witnesses and place their responses in 
the record. 

With that, we will conclude the hearing. I want to thank you for 
your time on the Hill. 

[Whereupon, at 4:54 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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THE SECTION 8 HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM: 

PROMOTING DECENT AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING FOR FAMILIES AND 

INDIVIDUALS WHO RENT—DAY 4

Tuesday, July 1, 2003

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND 

COMMUNITY OPPORTUNITY, 
Committee on Financial Services, 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:30 a.m., at the 

California Science Center, Los Angeles, California, Hon. Robert W. 
Ney [chairman of the subcommittee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Ney and Waters. 
Chairman NEY. I want to say hello to all the witnesses and ev-

erybody in the room. And this is a—I think it’s the fourth hearing 
on the issue of the Subcommittee on Housing and Community Op-
portunity. My name is Bob Ney. 

I’m a Congressman out of Eastern Ohio, I’d like to introduce 
someone, who is no stranger to anyone in this room, Congress-
woman Maxine Waters of California. And this is the Section 8 
Housing Assistance Program. And today the subcommittee con-
tinues its efforts to examine the current operation and administra-
tion of the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program and review 
various proposals intended to make the program more efficient and 
cost-effective. 

VOICE. Excuse me, sir. Your volume needs to go up a little bit. 
I can’t hear you. 

Chairman NEY. Okay. We’ll do that. Usually there is a lot of hot 
air that comes out of Washington. Just need to direct it to the 
microphone. 

And again, this is the fourth hearing in the series and the first 
field hearing on the Section 8 program. So we’re very happy to be 
here for the first hearing outside the Capitol. 

Michael Liu, Assistant Secretary of Public and Indian Housing 
Department of Housing and Urban Development testified at the 
first hearing on May 22nd, 2003. On June 10th, the subcommittee 
heard testimony from representatives from tenant organizations, 
landlord and development organizations, large and small public 
housing agencies, and the State housing finance agencies. 

On June 17th, the subcommittee heard witnesses from the aca-
demic community and advocacy groups from around the nation. 
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Since the 1970s, rental vouchers have been a mainstay of Fed-
eral housing policy. Currently the Section 8 Housing Voucher Pro-
gram supplements rent payments for approximately 1.5 million in-
dividuals and families. 

While the concept of the program remains sound, the program 
has often been criticized for its inefficiency. More than a billion dol-
lars is recaptured from the program every year, despite long wait-
ing lists for vouchers in many communities throughout the United 
States. 

The rising costs of the Section 8 program and some of the admin-
istrative concerns have caused many in Congress and the adminis-
tration to conclude that the program is in need of reform. 

Among the reforms that have been discussed is the administra-
tion’s proposal to replace Section 8 tenants’ housing vouchers with 
the State-managed blocked grants. 

I have introduced this bill upon request of the administration. 
And for those of you not familiar with the ‘‘upon request,’’ it throws 
the bill out for discussion. And as Chairman of the subcommittee, 
I’ve agreed to do that so we can discuss this issue, both in the Cap-
itol and across the U.S. 

Rather than contracting with the estimated 2,600 separate public 
housing authorities, as HUD currently does, the department, under 
this provision, would allocate funds to the 50 States, which could 
then work with public housing agencies or other entities to admin-
ister the voucher program. 

As well as examining the merits of this proposal, the sub-
committee continues to discuss other avenues for reform. And I 
would also encourage people, if they are not in support of this pro-
posal, to also give us ideas if you feel there are needs or ways to 
reform. 

This afternoon our two panels consist of government and non-
government experts from the Los Angeles metropolitan area on the 
Federal government’s primary program addressing the housing 
needs of low income renters, Section 8. 

I look forward to hearing the different perspectives and would 
like to welcome all of our distinguished witnesses as we discuss 
voucher utilization in the high cost areas, such as Los Angeles, and 
ways to improve America’s communities and stressing housing op-
portunities for all citizens. 

I just want to say, before deferring to my colleague, that I appre-
ciate the work of Congresswoman Maxine Waters, both within the 
U.S. Capitol, Washington, D.C., and also outside on many issues, 
not just this particular issue. We’ve been able to pass a couple sig-
nificant pieces of legislation out of the housing subcommittee on a 
bipartisan basis. And I just appreciate the time that she has spent. 

And this is the recess, and she’s dedicated two solid days to 
issues here in California. So it’s been a great working relationship. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Robert W. Ney can be found on 
page 468 in the appendix.] 

Chairman NEY. And with that, I’m going to defer to our ranking 
member, gentlelady from California. 

Ms. WATERS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I’d like to welcome you all to this very important hearing that 

we are having here today. But I’d like to say a very special word 
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of thanks to my colleague, Chairman Ney, for coming to Los Ange-
les and holding this hearing. 

As he mentioned, this is the first field hearing that has been held 
in this Congress. He took time from his break to be here. He could 
be in his own district, or he could be taking a vacation, like many 
of the rest of our colleagues are doing at this time, but he honored 
my request to be here. And I’m very appreciative for that, and I 
welcome him. 

Yesterday we had a most important hearing on the Community 
Development Block Grant Section 108 Loan Guarantee Program in 
the City of Los Angeles. So this is his second day here where he 
has spent hours yesterday, and will be spending hours today, deal-
ing with these concerns that I have addressed and asked him to 
come out for. 

Let me just say that we are concerned about how we can use our 
positions to get something done in this country. This is a bipartisan 
effort, looking at CCG and Section 108 and housing funds that we 
send from the Federal government to our city in an attempt to 
make sure they’re utilized in the best way possible. 

On Section 8 he certainly did not have to do this, because he was 
asked by the administration to carry it, to put it out there so that 
we’d create the discussion. He certainly didn’t have to hold this 
hearing today. But I’m very pleased that he is doing it. 

And I think working together we may be able to provide some 
leadership for both of our caucuses and to this administration 
about Section 8. 

With that, I’m going to turn it back over to you, Mr. Chairman, 
to call on your witnesses. 

Chairman NEY. Before we begin, behind us—why don’t you raise 
your hand if you’re staff of either side of the aisle, give them a 
round of applause. 

And with that let me just introduce the panel. 
Matthew Franklin, Director of the California Housing Commu-

nity Development, Sacramento, California; Donald J. Smith, Execu-
tive Director, Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles; third 
is Carlos Jackson, who was here yesterday, Executive Director, Los 
Angeles County Community Development Commission; also Larry 
Triesch, Assistant Deputy, Long Beach Housing Authority, Long 
Beach, California; Eugene Burger, Eugene Burger Management, on 
behalf of the National Leased Housing Association, Washington, 
D.C.; and Thomas K. Shelton, Partner, Greystar Real Estate Part-
ners, and President of the National Apartment Association, and 
also appearing on behalf of the National Multi Housing Council of 
Phoenix, Arizona. 

I would also note to all the witnesses that the members may 
have additional questions for this panel which they may wish to 
submit in writing. 

Without objection, the hearing record will remain open for 30 
days for members to submit written questions of these witnesses 
and place their responses on the record. Hearing no objection, that 
will be the format. 

Chairman NEY. The other thing I would note is we have a timer, 
and we would ask—and it will beep and that means you went five 
minutes. We would ask for five minutes. And now anything you 
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have without objection will be submitted. If you have additional 
written testimony for the record. But if you could kind of try to 
hold to the timer for five minutes because we have a second panel 
we will make sure we’ll finish. 

With that we will begin with Mr. Franklin. Welcome. 

STATEMENT OF MATTHEW O. FRANKLIN, DIRECTOR, HOUSING 
AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. FRANKLIN. Thank you, Chairman Ney and Congresswoman 
Waters, for the opportunity to testify today and thank you for hold-
ing this hearing in California. 

As you may be aware, prior to joining the Davis administration, 
I served in several senior positions at HUD from 1997 to 2001, and 
have seen firsthand the good work you both do on housing issues, 
and also have done a lot of work with your staff, Mr. Jones and 
Mr. Olson, two of the hardest working Hill staffers on housing 
issues. So we really appreciate you taking the time to get out here. 

Under Governor Davis’ leadership, the State of California is lead-
ing the nation in providing state funding and programs to meet its 
citizens’ housing needs. In his first term, the Governor appro-
priated over $500 million for the development of affordable hous-
ing. This amount is three times greater than any prior California 
Governor appropriated in their entire term. 

And then last year, the Governor, along with the legislature, and 
most importantly, the people of California, passed Proposition 46, 
which is a $2.1 billion bond to support development of affordable 
housing. This is the largest housing bond in the nation and the 
largest in California history. 

The Housing Choice Voucher Program is a key component of our 
efforts to meet the housing needs of low-income families. Last year 
the State received approximately 258,000 vouchers, which were ad-
ministered by a network of 104 public housing agencies. 

The State of California, through my department, Housing and 
Community Development, also administers vouchers in 12 rural 
counties. We administer about 780 vouchers. 

Voucher assistance generally serves extremely low income Cali-
fornians, those earning less than 30 percent of area median income. 
The average California household receiving a voucher has an in-
come of less than $14,000. 

55 percent of participants are families with children, many of 
them headed by a single parent, most often a single mother. 47 
percent of those served are households headed by elderly or dis-
abled persons. 

Despite a difficult housing market in much of the State, the Cali-
fornia PHAs and the State have been generally successful in ensur-
ing high utilization. The Statewide average utilization rate is 96 
percent. And for the piece that the State administers, we currently 
have a 95 percent utilization rate. 

However, the State does face many challenges. We are, as I’m 
sure you’re aware, home to 18 of the 25 highest cost housing mar-
kets in the country. In these areas, rents have been rising at dou-
ble-digit rates for several years, and vacancy rates are well below 
5 percent. 
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When combined with the low production of new housing units 
during the 1990s, these factors make it difficult for voucher holders 
to identify housing at the prescribed program rents in high cost 
areas. However, our single biggest problem with the HCV program 
in California is woefully inadequate funding. 

According to the 2000 census, only 17 percent of California’s low-
income households are actually assisted by the program. 

In regard to HANF, the Davis administration is concerned that 
the legislation would eliminate the existing commitment to fully 
fund all authorized vouchers and accommodate renewal costs at the 
real rate of growth in rents. 

In my view, this is the single most problematic feature of the 
proposed legislation. As you know, under the current system, Con-
gress is committed to renewing all existing vouchers, with an an-
nual adjustment in funding that accounts for increases in program 
costs and rents. 

This system ensures that the number of families served does not 
decrease over time, and it is designed to empower program partici-
pants by paying a fair market rent for housing. 

HANF would substitute this system of safeguards for one that 
would simply block grant funds to participating States, with no 
specific commitment for renewal funding or annual increases. 

In the past, Congress has utilized the CPI or other like indices 
to facilitate annual adjustments for other similar state block grant 
programs. Using CPI for this program would be a disaster for the 
people of California. 

According to the Center for Budget Policy and Priorities, over the 
last several years rents nationwide have increased at a rate equal 
to more than twice CPI. In California, where housing costs are the 
highest in the nation, the gap between annual rent increases and 
CPI is likely to be even greater. 

HUD’s own annual adjustment factors for project-based Section 
8 in California indicate annual increases three to four times CPI 
in the past year. 

If program funding does not keep pace with rents, the number 
of Californians served by the program would steadily decline over 
time. The only way to offset this erosion in program funding would 
be to target the program to higher income families or to require 
participating families to pay a larger share of their income for rent, 
actions that the Davis administration does not support. 

The program funding mechanism prescribed by HANF also would 
appear to preclude the possibility of future incremental voucher 
funding, something that is desperately needed in California. 

By wiping out the Congressional commitment to fully fund 
voucher renewals and account for real program costs, HANF would, 
in my view, seriously undermine the Housing Choice Voucher Pro-
gram. 

It would eliminate one of the program’s most valuable features, 
its focus on serving extremely low income families, and it would 
create unacceptable hardship on participating families by substan-
tially increasing their rent burden. 

There are many other ways to improve the current program 
without sacrificing this assured funding. 
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I would join others who have advocated for funding for mobility 
counseling and assistance programs for voucher recipients; funding 
for aggressive landlord outreach, service and incentives programs 
wherein PHAs continuously recruit new landlords to participate in 
the program, and importantly, regional collaboration, something 
HANF does contemplate, or regional administration of the voucher 
program to help address administrative barriers to portability. 

Thank you very much for this opportunity. 
[The prepared statement of Matthew O. Franklin can be found 

on page 478 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
Chairman NEY. Mr. Smith. 

STATEMENT OF DONALD J. SMITH, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Mr. SMITH. Good morning, Chairman Ney. Welcome to Los Ange-
les. 

Congressperson Waters, thank you and Chairman Ney for bring-
ing the important work of the Congress to our city. 

My name is Don Smith, and I returned to be the executive direc-
tor here in 1994. In 1975, I was the responsible manager for start-
ing the Section 8 program at the Authority. 

Since the initial 1,500 certificate allocation, the program has 
tried to keep pace with the increased need for decent and safe 
housing. 70,000 households are on the waiting list, with 4,000 new 
households registering each month. 50,000 allocated Section 8 re-
sources meet only a small portion of the desperate needs——

Chairman NEY. Move the microphone just a little closer. 
Mr. SMITH. Sure—the desperate needs of these very low income 

and low income families seniors and the disabled. 
Just as the housing authorities in Ohio work closely together, so 

do we in Southern California, with programs tailored to meet local 
markets, local governments, and most importantly, close to the 
needy people we serve. 

The administration’s HANF proposal, and you have heard most 
of the arguments in your hearings, promises to ease monitoring 
through 50 States, rather than 2,600 Section 8 providing local 
housing authorities. 

The proposal seems directed at the increasing outlay of the pro-
gram. It would also give the States new policy and program flexi-
bility. We do understand that it would have discretion on subcon-
tracting. 

If I believe the program is broken at the service delivery level, 
I would support looking to a realignment of efforts to effectively 
house very low income housing persons. I do not believe that to be 
the case. 

Lease up in Los Angeles is 99 percent. This success is based on 
partnerships with 17,000 owners and numerous owner associations, 
which has resulted in more units being made available and in good 
condition. 

We support voucher holders with trained staff, other partner 
agencies and nonprofits in both their search and self-sufficiency 
and needs. 
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Following earlier models like Project Build, we learned to inte-
grate housing supportive services and job training to add value to 
the future of these families, hopefully we will continue to improve 
our support of voucher holders in their difficult task of securing de-
cent homes. 

Besides continued operational improvements internally in the 
housing authority, how can we improve the program? 

Let me give just one brief example. This is a market-driven pro-
gram and needs market flexibility, especially as the markets tight-
en and rents spike. When HUD reduced the basis for the FMRs to 
the 40th percentile in a declining vacancy market, followed by an 
unwarranted 14 percent cut to the FMR, it caused a long-term dis-
ruption to voucher holders and contributed substantially to the in-
creased failure rate. 

Rent setting flexibility could have made a huge difference. No 
immediate rent mechanisms were available. By the time we had 
succeeded in HUD’s lengthy approval process, the market and 
thousands of opportunities for voucher holders were gone. 

And finally, HANF seems like an idea whose time has not come. 
In the interest of continuing to serve local families, the elderly and 
the disabled, I urge you not to adopt the HANF proposal and to 
continue working with local jurisdictions and housing authorities 
directly. 

On behalf of the Board of Commissioners of the Housing Author-
ity, as Chair, Ozie B. Gonzaque, I want to thank you for your care-
ful evaluation at the hearings on this program. Thank you. 

Chairman NEY. Thank you, Mr. Smith. 
[The prepared statement of Donald J. Smith can be found on 

page 518 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. Mr. Jackson. 

STATEMENT OF CARLOS JACKSON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COM-
MISSION 

Mr. CARLOS JACKSON. Good morning, again. 
Yesterday I had the opportunity to testify on the Community De-

velopment Block Grant program and the importance to Los Angeles 
County. 

Today I’d like to really again express the importance of housing 
and impose the burden on the Federal government to deal with the 
real major crisis in Southern California. 

Therefore, I’d like to cover three areas in my testimony. One is 
to talk to about this legislative proposal. The second one is to dis-
cuss the proposal to cap and restrict Section 8 administrative fees, 
particularly how it’s detrimental to managing public housing and 
also some of the things that we have done to make Section 8 a suc-
cess in Los Angeles County. 

First of all, we administer 20,000 Section 8 vouchers in Los An-
geles County. We—on behalf of six small public housing authori-
ties, we manage their programs as well. We are the fourth largest 
local administrator in managing Section 8. 

73 percent of our voucher holders are below 30 percent of area 
median income area. 24 percent are at 30 to 50 percent. So you can 
see that we’re dealing with extremely low income residents. 
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As Don mentioned, one of the key areas are our landlords. We 
have partnership with over 100—I’m sorry—10,000 property own-
ers in our program. 

I’d like to announce as of yesterday, we are leased up 100 per-
cent. We exceeded our annual budget authority by a few percent-
age, because again recognizing that this is a real tight real estate 
market, and rents are continuing to increase. 

Just for your information, in California there are over 300,000 
vouchers. Between the city and the county, we administer 14.4 per-
cent of those vouchers in the State. 

I’m sorry. Let me back up again. There’s 300,000 vouchers in the 
State, which represent 14.4 percent of the nation’s total. Between 
the county and the city, we represent 22 percent of the State’s 
vouchers. So you can see that again, there is a major clientele in 
Southern California. 

There was reference to rent. The market rent for a two-bedroom 
unit in Southern California is $1300. The fair market rent that we 
are allowed to operate with is $967, and the gap continues to grow. 

Our vacancy rate in LA County is 4 percent, less than 4 percent. 
And the median price to purchase a home is over $300,000, where 
only 36 percent of the families in Los Angeles County can afford 
to purchase a home. So that number continues to increase over the 
period of time. 

As a local administrator when the proposal came out, my ques-
tion: Was why? What is happening to stimulate this kind of a legis-
lative proposal? It just doesn’t make sense. 

Over the past years there have been gallant efforts made to lease 
up to 100 percent. There is a great need at the local level. I do not 
see inefficiencies, ineffectiveness. 

What I see is a great local partnership between landlords, ten-
ants, the community and public agency to make this a real success-
ful program, this in spite of all the real estate market conditions 
in Southern California. 

It is very hard to penetrate the rental market, but there is a real 
sincere interest on the part of landlords and property owners to 
participate in the program. 

To transfer it to the State would remove their ability to interact 
locally, and I would feel that they would be more isolated and 
alienated from being a good partner at this particular time. 

It would be very logical and very business like for them not to 
participate today. They could get more rents on the open market 
than participating in our program. 

But I have found out that there are quite a few landlords that 
are very sincere and have a commitment to the local community, 
and they want to participate and be part of the overall effort of pro-
viding affordable housing in Southern California. 

The other side on the performance issue is that lease up nation-
wide has increased. There has been much attention throughout the 
country to make this an ongoing successful program. So, therefore, 
I don’t see why there is a need to change to this level. 

I would also think it would be very harmful to the program to 
try to think about transition during a time when many of the suc-
cesses are occurring today. How long would it take to transition the 
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program from the Federal level to the State level, particularly in 
times where many of the State are facing fiscal crisis? 

As you might be well aware, in the State of California the deficit 
is at $38,000,000. And today we still do not have a State budget 
for local government. 

So to think about the most meaningful protocol for affordable 
housing in a local community and to debate this at this time, I 
think is not right. And that’s why what I was saying early on. It 
just doesn’t make sense. 

Chairman NEY. The time has expired. Would you like to just 
summarize it and put most of your comments in the record? 

Mr. CARLOS JACKSON. Well, one of the reasons we’re—I mean 
what we did to lease up to 100 percent, we had to go back and re-
vamp our program, really look at streamlining things that we were 
doing that should not have been done, things that we could im-
prove. But one of the most critical factors that we had was just to 
listen to landlords and determine what aspects of our program we 
could improve so they could feel comfortable and gain confidence in 
our ability to work with it. 

And I thank you for the time. 
Chairman NEY. Thank you, sir. 
[The prepared statement of Carlos Jackson can be found on page 

488 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. Mr. Triesch. 

STATEMENT OF LARRY TRIESCH, ASSISTANT DEPUTY 
DIRECTOR, LONG BEACH HOUSING AUTHORITY 

Mr. TRIESCH. Thank you, and good morning, Chairman Ney, 
Congresswoman Waters. 

I’m the Deputy Executive Director of the City of Long Beach 
Housing Authority. And I’m honored to have been invited to speak 
before you. And I’m pleased that you are seeking testimony with 
regard to the proposed block renting of the Section 8 program. 

The need for assisted housing in Long Beach is great. Of our 
163,000 households, 25,000 of them are at 30 percent or less than 
median income. 

Our housing authority provides vouchers to a little more than 
6,000 of these households. And many others are housed in privately 
owned, but publicly subsidized units. But there are still thousands 
of very low income households in Long Beach who are in need of 
housing assistance. 

As an anecdote, we recently opened our waiting list, and when, 
after presenting information on the application process at our local 
Cambodian community center, an older gentleman came up to me 
and asked: ‘‘What if four families are all sharing the same house? 
Should they all put down the same address as their place of resi-
dence?’’. 

To me that expresses the need for assisted housing better than 
a book full of statistics. And by the way, we did receive approxi-
mately 15,000 applications for the waiting list. So there is a tre-
mendous need. 

We are a successful housing authority. We are 100 percent leased 
up. In fact, I got a report from my accountant yesterday, we’re 101 
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percent leased up, which will cause me another problem, but that’s 
not a bad problem. 

We are a high performer, according to the SEMAP scoring. We 
are always looking in ways—looking for ways to make our service 
more efficient and more attractive to the landlords, who are the 
one critical element to our program. 

Because we operate at the local level, we are able to partner 
closely with the apartment association, California Southern Cities, 
with our local Legal Aid Foundation, with the Fair Housing Foun-
dation, just to name a few organizations. 

Because of partnerships such as these, we can provide good serv-
ice to both our landlords and to our participating families. So we 
are very concerned that the proposed block granting of the Section 
8 program could seriously impact the delivery of housing assistance 
to the families most in need. 

Two critical issues come immediately to mind, and you’ve heard 
these over and over again, and this morning as well. Number one, 
the program would no longer be a cost-driven program, but would 
become, instead, just a number, a dollar amount that could easily 
be reduced in tough times or not increased to keep up with the ac-
tual cost of housing. 

The second issue is just so obvious. If the State becomes the 
grantee, there is no way to know how the State will deliver the 
services. Will the State contract with the city of Long Beach Hous-
ing Authority? 

Will the State contract with the larger regional entity? And then 
what would happen to all the goodwill and the relationships built 
up at the local level to support landlords and the people we serve? 

And finally, as I understand it, one of HUD’s stated goals is to 
end chronic aimlessness within 10 years. I think it’s important to 
understand, as my friend Steve Ranahan, from the Housing Au-
thority of the City of Los Angeles likes to say, that the Section 8 
program prevents aimlessness. 

Most of the people that we serve are just one step away from 
being without a roof over their head. Each family we serve is given 
the chance to live in dignity, to live in a stable situation, where the 
kids can go to school and come home and have a place to do their 
homework. 

Each elderly person on SSI that we serve will have enough 
money through the month to purchase food for each meal. 

I know that there is a concern that the program is expensive. 
But if we want to help people pay the rent, I think the program 
will be expensive. I think there are ways that we could reduce the 
administrative costs a bit, given a bit of administrative leeway, reg-
ulatory leeway at the local level. 

I think that we could cut some administrative costs. I have ex-
amples. These are sorts of nuts and bolts that came out of my staff. 
For example, if we enacted a legislation—enacted a provision that 
would not allow landlords to increase their rent more than one 
time a year, we would serve energy and costs and money. 

If—currently we put landlords in abatement after 30 days when 
they fail to comply with our HQS requirements. If we said ‘‘In 45 
days, if you do not comply, the contract is terminated,’’ we would 
save energy and we would save money. 
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I think that the elderly should be recertified once every two 
years, rather than every year. And I think that we should tie the 
inspection process to the annual recertification process. 

I think that we should get rid of the 40 percent affordability 
limit. Let people make their own choices. 

There’s lots of areas like this where we could work the program 
and save money administratively. 

In conclusion, I ask that you don’t fix a program that really isn’t 
broken. 

Thank you for the opportunity. 
Chairman NEY. Thank you very much. 
[The prepared statement of Larry Triesch can be found on page 

548 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. Mr. Burger. 

STATEMENT OF EUGENE BURGER, PRESIDENT, EUGENE 
BURGER MANAGEMENT, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL 
LEASED HOUSING ASSOCIATION 

Mr. BURGER. Chairman Ney, members of the subcommittee, my 
name is Eugene Burger. I’m President of Eugene Burger Manage-
ment Corporation. 

We represent some of the tenants here. We’ve worked with a lot 
of the housing authorities and PHAs around the area right here in 
Los Angeles. 

Today I’m representing the National Leased Housing Association, 
whose members include both owners and managers of Section 8 
housing, as well as housing agencies that administer the Section 8 
voucher program. 

We appreciate the opportunity to testify on H.R. 1841 adminis-
tration’s block grant or HANF program. We urge the subcommittee 
to reject H.R. 1841. This is an unnecessary reform, because the 
Section 8 voucher program works quite well in its current form. 

In fact, the Section 8 subsidy has provided much needed rental 
assistance to low and moderate income tenants so they can live in 
safe and decent housing. 

I would like to discuss two important points regarding the ad-
ministration’s proposal: The effectiveness of the current system and 
utilization of the Section 8 vouchers. We feel that it isn’t broken, 
and if it isn’t broken, we don’t need to fix it. 

However, under HANF, the State would receive block grant 
funds from HUD to fund Section 8 vouchers. The State may, but 
is not required to subcontract with housing agencies or other enti-
ties within the State to administer the block grant funds. Thus the 
State could choose to use these funds for other than housing pur-
poses. Meaning that the public housing agencies would receive less 
funding than needed to administer the Section 8 vouchers. 

In a State such as California, where there is a substantial budget 
shortfall, it’s highly likely that the block grant funds will be di-
verted to other programs at the State’s discretion. 

And, because HANF provides that funding for Section 8 vouchers 
in subsequent years is tied directly to the amount of funds used the 
previous year, this diversion of block grant funds could, over a pe-
riod of years, cause the public housing authorities to lose their 
funding for Section 8 vouchers altogether. 
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Thus, we believe that block granting of Section 8 funds to the 
States could have disastrous results for affordable housing, and 
could have the long-term effect of eliminating Section 8 vouchers. 

HANF will only serve to widen the gap between the need for af-
fordable housing subsidy and the amount of subsidy available. 
Again, the current system of delivering the Section 8 funding ad-
ministration program is working fine. 

Utilization of the Section 8 vouchers in high rent areas, such as 
Los Angeles, we are somewhere in the 95 percent range right now. 
And if I heard correctly, we’re getting close to 100 percent right 
now. So I think that that delivery system here is working very 
well. 

One of the important benefits of Section 8 vouchers is their port-
ability feature. In theory, a Section 8 voucher issued by a public 
housing agency in Los Angeles to a low income family can be taken 
to any rental property, so that the family can live wherever they 
choose. 

This is a laudable goal, albeit unrealistic goal, due to limits im-
posed on the value of the Section 8 voucher. The reality is that 
FMR-based rent and the value of the voucher relegates the family 
to lower rent areas. 

And one of the things that we haven’t talked about so far in this 
is, whether we like it or not, in California a number of properties 
are being converted from affordable housing to conventional hous-
ing. 

The vouchers are allowing a smooth transition in that respect. 
We are able to negotiate with local housing authorities for an an-
nual period to carry over those tenants who are in place now and 
give them an annual—a year to find new housing, where they can 
take their vouchers. That’s a very important feature that is cur-
rently in need of. 

The payment standards set by housing agencies are tied to the 
FMR. However, HUD established fair market rents are often not 
reflective of real market conditions, especially in places like Los 
Angeles where rents continue to rise. 

HUD has taken steps to rectify this situation in recent years by 
providing higher FMR’s in certain markets, but often the FMR 
rents lag behind the actual rents in the area. 

When you compare actual comparable market rents to FMR’s in 
high rent areas, you realize that the FMR’s are not fair market. 
The result is that the voucher payment standard limits the value 
of the Section 8 voucher, which does not cover the owners’ pre-
scribed rents, which is based on actual rents. 

Ideally the housing agency should be able to set a payment 
standard relative to market rents in the area served. However, if 
the FMR standard is to continue to be used, PHAs should be able 
to set the payment standard at whatever percentage of FMR is nec-
essary to accommodate that. 

Currently, the PHAs are allowed to go 110 percent and 120 per-
cent over with HUD approval. 

In conclusion, HANF does not address the utilization of Section 
8 vouchers and does absolutely nothing to improve the mechanism 
for delivery of the funding and administration of the Section 8 
voucher program. 
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On the contrary, by block granting the Section 8 voucher funds 
of the States where they are vulnerable to be siphoned off to fund 
state budget shortfalls, HANF stands to place the future of Section 
8 vouchers in grave doubt. 

As mentioned, the current delivery section is alive and well, and 
we think it should be continue to be used that way. 

And I would support the idea of looking at some flexibility in the 
40 percent cap rate. Also going to a move-in now for a new tenant. 
Give them 30 days. If there’s an HQS problem, then fix it in 30 
days or cut off the funding. 

Those are some of the things we could do. Thank you. 
Chairman NEY. Thank you for your testimony. 
[The prepared statement of Eugene Burger can be found on page 

470 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. Mr. Shelton. 

STATEMENT OF TOM SHELTON, CPM, GREYSTAR REAL ESTATE 
PARTNERS, AND PRESIDENT, NATIONAL APARTMENT ASSO-
CIATION, ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL MULTI HOUSING COUN-
CIL 

Mr. SHELTON. Chairman Ney, ranking member Waters, my name 
is Tom Shelton. I’m a partner of Greystar Real Estate Partners, 
one of the largest privately held apartment firms in the country. 

In addition to that, I’m also the 2003 President of the National 
Apartment Association and a member of the National Multi Hous-
ing Council. 

Our combined memberships are engaged in all aspects of the 
apartment industry, including development, ownership, profes-
sional management and finance. 

It is my pleasure to testify on behalf of both organizations. NAA 
and NMHC commend you, Chairman Ney, for your leadership, and 
we thank the members of the subcommittee for your valuable work 
addressing affordable rental housing in America. 

We also commend HUD Secretary Mel Martinez and the current 
administration for their interest in improving the Section 8 Hous-
ing Program. 

We too believe Section 8 is critical to meet the housing needs of 
low- and moderate-income families, and believe that improving the 
existing Section 8 program is a central part of meeting those needs. 

Although it is well intentioned, we think the Housing Assistance 
for Needy Families Act of 2003, H.R. 1841, will not reduce the ad-
ministrative cost to participating property owners, and will not 
maximize program benefits for residents, as it does not bring the 
program closer to conforming to conventional market practices. 

My testimony will first focus on how the Section 8 program 
works in tight housing markets since barriers to program participa-
tion can be particularly formidable in large, high-cost areas. 

For example, the Los Angeles City Council recently adopted an 
ordinance that effectively prohibits owners from terminating Sec-
tion 8 leases, which in turn discourages them from joining the pro-
gram for fear that they will not be able to opt out in the future. 

If an owner chooses to terminate a Section 8 lease and convert 
that unit into a conventional one, for the following five years the 
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owner may only collect the portion of rent which the former Section 
8 resident paid. 

Local property owners report that the new law has already con-
tributed to a decrease in affordable housing stock, because they left 
the program in advance of the law’s passage, and are not now sign-
ing new Section 8 leases. 

Owners also say they are frustrated with local program adminis-
tration, and cite as an example that periodic inspections are not 
scheduled at specified times, so owners must wait for hours to meet 
inspectors. 

We propose the following recommendations to improve the Sec-
tion 8 program. First, we would like to see enacted a more efficient 
process for PHAs to apply for higher fair market rents that are 
more reflective of submarket rents. 

We also propose to allow PHAs to raise the payment standard to 
120 percent of FMR without HUD approval, and to request higher 
payment standards when necessary. FMR’s must be set high 
enough to encourage owner participation, and, in turn, create a suf-
ficient supply of apartments for voucher holders. 

We thank HUD for raising the current FMR level to the 50th 
percentile in 39 high-cost areas. That level remains insufficient in 
areas with outdated FMR’s and in high-cost submarkets. 

In addition, we propose speeding up the move-in process by al-
lowing PHAs to conduct individual unit inspections within 60 days 
after the resident moves in and payment commences. 

PHAs could also conduct building-wide inspections in certain 
cases. Alternatively, PHAs could initially inspect a representative 
sample of units in order to certify that a building is eligible and 
conduct regular periodic inspections thereafter. 

This approach would reward well-managed properties, allow 
PHAs to focus their scarce resources elsewhere, and all the while 
maintain resident safety. 

Finally, we urge Congress to continue to fund the existing pro-
gram structure administered by HUD. Effective this year, Congress 
enacted changes to minimize recapture, and moreover, national uti-
lization rates have risen to nearly 96 percent. That success should 
be recognized and the process supported. 

NAA/NMHC believe that the existing, successful appropriation 
structure, while not perfect, is working. We have considerable con-
cern about the complexity of the proposed state level funding struc-
ture contained in H.R. 1841. 

I thank you for the opportunity to testify and wish to offer our 
assistance to the subcommittee as you continue your important 
work to improve affordable housing opportunities for low- and mod-
erate-income families. 

[The prepared statement of Thomas K. Shelton can be found on 
page 512 in the appendix.] 

Chairman NEY. I want to thank all the witnesses for your 
thoughtful and good testimony. 

I have just a few questions. First would be directed to Mr. Frank-
lin and to Mr. Jackson. 

Is there any merit to regionalizing Section 8 vouchers? Would 
there be any merit to the administration to regionalize versus a 
block granting to States? 
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Mr. FRANKLIN. You know, I would certainly concur with much of 
the testimony today, as to the value of the local PHAs being the 
front lines. 

I really do think the PHAs are doing a good job. In California, 
they have made tremendous progress and, at its core, Section 8 is 
a local program. However, I do believe that regional collaboration 
and cooperation could be a very smart approach to deal with some 
of the kind of sticky wickets here—most particularly, the utiliza-
tion rate issue. 

Currently there is discussion about moving vouchers between 
States; taking away from those who aren’t using them, giving them 
to those that are. 

This has to be considered long and hard to make sure there 
aren’t unintended consequences. But when you look at the perform-
ance on the regional level—and we ran some numbers, looking at 
the local authorities’ utilization rates and combining them to get a 
county average, and the average county utilization rates looked 
very good, although an individual PHA may not be performing as 
well. 

Many are virtually right at 100 percent utilization, which shows, 
as you might expect, that housing markets are not necessarily con-
sistent with city boundaries. You do need that cooperation across 
city boundaries and on the regional level. 

So I do think there be could some real potential in that area. 
Mr. CARLOS JACKSON. I support the same notion. To some extent 

we are already doing regional administration at the present time. 
We administer six, six small cities public housing, I’m sorry, the 

Housing Authority Section 8 Program. And we found that you can 
reduce and streamline the administrative process and have cost 
saving there, as well as developing a good working relationship 
with the landlords. 

I would support maybe almost to the extent, if you look at par-
allel to the community development block urban county side, where 
on behalf of small cities, we are administering their program. So 
there are streamlining measures that could be undertaken. 

Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
Mr. Smith, you mentioned about the voucher utilization rate. 

How did LA significantly increase its voucher utilization rates from 
low to very high? I’m just trying to see what lessons we can learn 
from LA. 

Mr. SMITH. Well, we applied a complete reorganization. We did 
have to add staff. We added about 20 percent of our total Section 
8 staff and reorganized them along the lines of supporting the resi-
dents in their search and owner outreach and streamlined the proc-
ess of issuing vouchers the same day, in terms of verification, and 
a wide variety of approaches that were more responsive to the mar-
ket. 

We formed what’s called TESS, Tenant Empowerment Support 
Services, probably the best thing we ever did, because to actually 
go out with the tenants when they are negotiating the leases is a 
difficult task and worked particularly well between the leases—be-
tween the owner and the voucher holder. 

We conduct extensive orientations for owners on a regular basis. 
Every Saturday there is usually a lot of owners at the housing au-
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thority learning about the program. And we are very aggressive in 
terms of outreach to the owner associations. 

It’s important to understand, in the City of Los Angeles of the 
17,000 owners I mentioned, 16,000 of those owners are mom and 
pop owners. So you really have to do a lot of outreach, a lot of edu-
cating because they rely on their rent income on the 1st of every 
month to make their mortgages, keep up their property, pay their 
people. 

Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
Mr. Burger and Mr. Shelton, you both are basically saying the 

current system is working. How would we make improvements to 
serve the community, more particularly in light of tight Federal 
budget environments, any other areas? 

Mr. BURGER. I think we mentioned a couple of them in making 
the system more efficient, and at the site level down at the PLA 
level I think we need to use that money more effective than we 
have. I’m not sure that we need to increase all that much the fund-
ing to PHA level, particularly if it’s not all being utilized. We need 
to use it better obviously. 

And I think that it’s important that we do look at the gap rates 
and look at the percentiles. I think we need to move the percentile 
up a little bit to areas like Los Angeles, that type of thing. 

Chairman NEY. My last question, Mr. Triesch. What about—
what problems do you encounter when you’re overleased, and how 
does HUD work with you on that issue or do they or how do they? 

Mr. TRIESCH. It’s a bit of transition right now. To this point in 
time we could be overleased, if we had budget authority to be over-
leased. With the new regulations that have just gone into effect, as 
I understand it, we can no longer do that. 

I can be 101 percent overleased this month as long as by year 
end I am not overleased. So my target is to be as close to 100 per-
cent as I possibly can be at the end of my fiscal year. Our account-
ant works well with the HUD administrative financial staff. We 
have a good working relationship with them. 

Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
Mr. TRIESCH. My goal is to be at 100 percent even Steven, as-

suming the max—serving the maximum people that can be served 
in the city of Long Beach. 

Chairman NEY. Okay. Thank you. 
Also I asked a question—never gave Mr. Shelton a chance to an-

swer. I’m sorry. 
Mr. SHELTON. I was going to agree with Mr. Burger. I’m certain 

there are areas where the budget could help, but I think our pri-
mary objective in administering Section 8 at the site level is to 
make it as transparent as we can and as comparable as we can to 
how we treat regular market rate units. 

Additional provisions make the process somewhat cumbersome. 
Anything that can be done to make the leasing process itself at the 
site level as easy as possible, I think would encourage more partici-
pation from our members and owners. 

Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
Congresswoman Waters. 
Ms. WATERS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
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One of the reasons I’m so pleased that you’re here is because you 
will have an opportunity to understand what is happening here in 
California, and in the Los Angeles area in particular. 

You have seen some of the information that was shared with you 
on the testimony of the cost of housing and the escalation of price 
that has taken place and continues to spiral upward, so that you 
get a real sense of what we are confronted with here. 

Also, I’m very pleased that, you know, for once perhaps in many 
of the hearings that we have we are all together on this. I mean 
we have all of our associations, our owners, our PHAs, everybody 
singing from the similar hymn book, and that’s good, that’s very 
good. 

We are all opposed to this idea of block granting. So what we 
need to do is what I think you have already come to understand 
is: How do we use this as an opportunity to straighten out a few 
of the wrinkles in the program? How do we come back with an al-
ternative to this block granting and talk about what we can do to 
better serve all of our clients who need us so desperately? 

And I’m also interested in working out some of the problems of 
the owners and the landlords. I think that’s extremely important. 

Now, you had some ideas, Mr. Triesch. You gave us a few rec-
ommendations. Would you kind of reiterate what you said to us in 
your recommendations? 

Mr. TRIESCH. I sat down with staff yesterday afternoon, and I 
asked them: How can we really streamline administration of the 
program? And these just were ideas that came from brainstorming. 

The first one was that we could enact a provision that limited 
landlords to just one increase a year. I’m sure that typically the 
Congressperson doesn’t know what we have to go through when a 
landlord requests a rent increase. 

If it’s—we have to do an inspection of the property, if one hasn’t 
been done within 120 days of the increase. So if somebody waits 
six months after the last one, we have to do a whole new inspection 
again. 

Ordinary we have to do an amendment to the contract. We don’t 
have to do a new contract, but the whole thing is time consuming. 
And if we limited just landlords just once, let them know up front 
you only get one a year, then I think that it would be a cost saving. 

Ms. WATERS. Thank you. Would you hold that for a moment 
here? 

Chairman NEY. That was one point I wanted to talk about. I just 
wanted—how many times can they—in a normal lease I’ve ever 
had when I rented, it’s you get one shot per year, or sometimes you 
don’t get a shot until the lease is done. 

How many times a year can people do it? 
Mr. TRIESCH. The way the program is set, we are allowed to 

enter into a lease—well, in Long Beach what we do, and I think 
most of us probably, initial lease for a year. After the initial lease 
for a year, we just follow California State law. It goes from month 
to month. 

When it goes from month to month, by California State law, an 
owner can request a rent increase every month if he wanted to. 

Chairman NEY. And Section 8 they can do the same thing? 
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Mr. TRIESCH. Well, we require 90 days, a 90-day notice. So they 
have to give a 90-day notice, every four years if they wanted to. 

And we get them typically to—especially right now when costs 
are spiralling and the landlords are getting more and more rent. 

Ms. WATERS. All right. Let me hear what the landlords think 
about that. 

Mr. BURGER. Being a landlord, from my standpoint, once a year 
will work just fine for me. Actually, it will. We have to go through 
a lot of hoops also to make that application. And if we can do it 
once a year, we could work it. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Shelton. 
Mr. SHELTON. I’m not sure so I’m in agreement with Mr. Burger 

about the once-a-year-rent increase. I think—however, I think 
there is some sense that can be made, particularly in high cost 
areas where rents continue to escalate. 

I would remind you, too, that a lot of the apartment markets 
across the country are not in the same financial situation that Cali-
fornia or New York or South Florida is where the markets do pret-
ty well. There are markets that we operate in that apartment own-
ers are facing significant losses, vacancies are high, and occupan-
cies are down and rents are down. 

So I think that we just need to be—the key to me, I think, is 
communication, working with the local housing authorities, and I 
think some of those issues could be resolved. 

Ms. WATERS. We really are interested in eliminating bureaucracy 
and streamlining the process, because I hear from both the tenants 
and landlords that it’s too cumbersome in various ways. So we 
are—we are interested in your recommendations about how to do 
this so that the tenants are not hassled, and the landlords get as 
fair price as you can get, and it’s done in a way that does not cause 
long waiting periods, et cetera. That’s how I think we ought to use 
this time. 

You know, the administration threw this out here, and we need 
to come back with something other than block granting where we 
can show we’re all together. And I think we ought to be able to do 
something very positive about it. 

What was the second one? 
Mr. TRIESCH. The second one—you know, I’d like to say, you 

know, we might do well to get an organization, like NARO or 
FADA, to get a bunch of executive directors together to brainstorm, 
they could come up probably with a lot of good ideas for stream-
lining the program. 

But the second one was with regard to the abatement process 
and inspections. Now, when we inspect, if the unit fails, they have 
30 days to correct the deficiencies or it goes into abatement. If they 
don’t correct it within the 30 days, then they have until the end 
of the following month, and we terminate the contract. 

But we just said if they have 45 days to correct the deficiency 
or the contract is terminated, then you’re going to be saving the 
time of multiple inspections, for example. 

Ms. WATERS. How does that comport with state law that allows 
for deducting repair? I mean what happens here when, for exam-
ple, if you gave 45 days, the tenant says ‘‘I’ve got a problem here, 
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and they said, ‘‘I can’t wait. I’m going to do it myself, and I’m going 
to give you the bill,’’ how does that work or does it work? 

Mr. TRIESCH. I don’t think I could address that. 
Ms. WATERS. Don, do you know? 
Mr. SMITH. Well, my feeling is, based on experience, that we in-

tervene so rapidly, in terms of tenant complaints, and we have a 
good relationships with most owners, that that issue of inhabit-
ability doesn’t come into play, only in those cases where we abate, 
and the situation is not resolvable, that may come into play. 

Ms. WATERS. Okay. Well, let me ask you—and this will be the 
last question—you have mom and pop—a lot of mom and pop land-
lords. I think you said the overwhelming number of participants in 
the program are mom and pop. 

What do we have that assists mom and pops in capital costs for 
the upkeep and repair of property? Low cost loans? 

Mr. SMITH. There are rehab loans available through the city and 
most local jurisdictions have repair loans, I think. 

Ms. WATERS. At low interest rates? 
Mr. SMITH. Some are at low interest rates. Although compared 

to today’s market, they may not be adjusting as rapidly. 
Ms. WATERS. Well, if we have—the majority of our participants 

are mom-and-pop operations, people who own 40 units——
Mr. SMITH. Basically 10 units and less, over 16,000 owners. 
Ms. WATERS. Have you found that there’s a problem when their 

capital costs, like putting on a new roof or repairing a staircase, 
I mean capital—are they able to do it and get it done on time? 

Mr. SMITH. If they get adequate rents over a significant period 
of time, they are able to amortize. But they are not generally able 
to get it immediately. 

Ms. WATERS. Okay. Are they able—they are able, not able to. 
That’s a problem we need to look at? 

What are you finding, Mr. Jackson? 
Mr. CARLOS JACKSON. Well, the question you were asking is a 

real challenging one in that you have to have—well, many of the 
cities that we are operating in have an agreement with Section 8 
and their own programs, and it’s really a local decision there. For 
the unincorporated areas we do have limited rehab money that we 
predominantly give it to the homeowner who is living in the unit. 
We have emergency grants for roof repair, but not really rental 
units. 

Again, you look at the tier of priorities, we have a lot of seniors 
asking for emergency grants right after a rainstorm or like that. 

We’ve done a lot in terms of campaigning to do our lease up. One 
of the things that we did was to sit down and look at the entire 
process and ask on each step: Does it make sense? Do we need to 
do this? 

And during that process we also had a lengthy discussion with 
landlords as to where were the common areas of agreement and 
where were the differences so we could focus on those areas. 

For example, one of the—one of the areas was landlords say it 
would take us too long to return the contracts. Well, when the in-
spector went out to conduct the inspections, we would have them 
take the contract and meet the landlord at the site at the same 
time for signature. 
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Through that process we found out that there is whatever we did 
we couldn’t get a landlord to sign an agreement, with all the rents 
have been agreed to, everything has been agreed to, all we needed 
was the signature, we found a small group of landlords that were 
procrastinating. 

But we—the inspections, again, we made some determinations on 
the housing quality standards. There are some things that we could 
say, ‘‘Look, give them 30 days to rectify and let them move in in 
the meantime.’’. 

Again, if the unit remains vacant, it’s lost income to the landlord. 
We were trying to accommodate those different kinds of things. 

We had large orientations for tenants, counseling them about 
when you go out to an apartment, what to look for, housing coun-
seling services, groups that will help the tenants go through the 
screening process. 

Many of the things that will cost money—with the Department 
of Public Social Services we have data sharing, again so that we 
could streamline the information that has to be collected. And one 
of the things that should be done is we should be able to share data 
between agencies. That’s a stumbling block right now. 

We don’t know if someone goes to a housing authority and gets 
rejected, and we go through the same process. It’s a costly venture. 

Ms. WATERS. Thank you. Thank you very much. 
Chairman NEY. I want to thank all the panelists for your testi-

mony. Thank you. 
And we will move on to the second panel. 
[Recess.] 
Chairman NEY. The subcommittee will come to order. We want 

to welcome panel 2. And the order is Chanda Peters, a voucher re-
cipient of Los Angeles; and Leona Thompson, a voucher recipient 
from Los Angeles; Mr. Beverly Martin, voucher recipient—or 
voucher program owner—I’m sorry—of Los Angeles; Larry Gross, 
Executive Director, Coalition for Economic Survival, Los Angeles; 
John Jackson, head organizer Los Angeles ACORN; and Jeff 
Farber, Chief Operating Officer, LA Family Housing Corporation of 
California; and Ruth Schwartz, Executive Director, Shelter Part-
nership, Incorporated, Los Angeles. 

We have a timer. So when you hear—you’ll hear two beeps, and 
then another beep, and that’s the five minutes. But without objec-
tion, any additional testimony you have for the record will be sub-
mitted. 

The five minutes is simply to try to make sure everybody gets 
their say in. So we’d like to make it longer, but then we’ll have 
questions and you’ll be able to respond. 

So with that, we’ll begin with Ms. Peters. Okay. 

STATEMENT OF CHANDA PETERS, VOUCHER RECIPIENT, LOS 
ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 

Ms. PETERS. Good morning, committee members. I want to thank 
you for the opportunity to present to you my personal testimony on 
this very important issue, Section 8 Housing Assistance Program 
and the Family Self-Sufficiency Program. 

These two programs have not only changed my life, but also my 
children’s lives dramatically for the better. My grandmother moved 
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into the Eastchester Gardens Housing developments located in the 
Bronx, New York in the early 1950s. My mother grew up there, 
and I also grew up there. 

Due to my mother’s illness I, an only child, was raised on wel-
fare, so our life was not easy. After an extremely abusive marriage, 
I left New York with my three daughters and moved to Los Ange-
les, where I started my life all over again. 

With very little money, no job and having to start all over again, 
I had to get on public assistance. First I got on welfare, and then 
I signed up for the Section 8 program, because I simply could not 
afford to pay rent, utilities, the high cost of childcare, et cetera. 

Then one day I received an invitation to participate in the GAIN 
program, Greater Avenues for Independence, where they pay for 
your school tuition, books, supplies, travel, and, most importantly, 
your childcare expenses. 

I immediately signed up and registered at the Los Angeles Trade 
Technical College, where I took computer classes and office proce-
dures. Shortly after I received another invitation to participate in 
the Family Self-Sufficiency Program, where they assist you with 
your career goals, such as providing you with educational develop-
ment, technical, trade and vocational training, job counseling, as 
well as other services to help you become self-sufficient and eventu-
ally a homeowner. And again I did sign up for that. 

The Family Self-Sufficiency Program especially changed my life 
for the better because through their partnerships with other agen-
cies I was able to utilize the facilities for studying and had access 
to their computers to do my homework assignments. 

The job counseling was extremely valuable and it motivated me 
to reach my goals. To this day I still use those skills for interviews 
for promotions that I seek. 

After completing GAIN I worked for temp agencies all over 
Downtown Los Angeles until I was hired permanently, and I have 
been employed ever since. 

I can’t begin to express to you how important these programs 
and others that help encourage, inspire and support needy families 
to live in decent housing and get out of a situation that may seem 
hopeless. 

This is how my life has been since: I’ve utilized the tools and 
services needed to upgrade my computer and office skills, pre-
paring me for the job market. 

I completed a two-year GAIN program, and I’m now gainfully 
employed full time since 1997, no longer on public assistance of any 
kind. 

I completed the Family Self-Sufficiency Program, receiving over 
$14,000. And I am now a proud homeowner of a beautiful two-bed-
room, two-and-a-half bath townhouse located in Inglewood, Cali-
fornia. 

I have two daughters attending UCLA, studying law, and one 
daughter at UC Riverside, studying veterinary medicine. My 
youngest attends University High, and they all have very high self-
esteem because of my example, where I always tell them to reach 
for their dreams. 

VerDate 0ct 09 2002 10:09 Jun 29, 2004 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00143 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6601 G:\DOCS\88663.TXT FIN1 PsN: MICAH



134

I’m now employed with the Housing Authority of the City of Los 
Angeles as an eligibility interviewer, helping other families with 
housing assistance. 

And my mother no longer lives in Eastchester Gardens. I have 
moved her here, closer to her loved ones, this year just a few 
months ago, breaking a family cycle of a public assistance. 

Every single day when I go to work and I return home—sorry—
I’m so thankful. I truly enjoy my job, and I especially enjoy helping 
others. 

It is my hope and prayer that these programs continue to assist 
other families to becoming self-sufficient. 

Thank you for allowing me to give you my testimony, and I espe-
cially thank the Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles. 

Chairman NEY. Thank you for your wonderful testimony and a 
great story. 

[The prepared statement of Chanda Peters can be found on page 
505 in the appendix.] 

Chairman NEY. Also, before we go on, without objection, for the 
record, we have a letter from Governor Gray Davis that we will 
submit for the record. 

[The following information can be found on page 551 in the ap-
pendix.] 

Chairman NEY. And with that, we will go to Ms. Thompson. 
Ms. WATERS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
We need to know that the letter is a letter that’s basically going 

in the same direction that we are all going in on Section 8. So we’ll 
have that submitted. 

Chairman NEY. Thank you. 

STATEMENT OF LEONA THOMPSON, VOUCHER RECIPIENT, 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 

Ms. THOMPSON. Good morning, committee members. I am very 
honored to be here today, and I thank you each of you for this won-
derful opportunity to share my personal testimony of how my life 
was transformed by the Section 8 Housing Assistance Program and 
the Family Self-Sufficiency Program. Excuse me. 

As a recipient of these programs, I stand before you today as a 
self-sufficient individual, raising two sons in the heart of a very 
prominent Los Angeles community and helping others to achieve a 
level of independence that they possibly never imagined could exist. 

After separating from my children’s father, due to unfavorable 
circumstances, I had to step out on a faith that would propel me 
into a better way of living and economic security. Not knowing 
which way to go, nor did my pride allow me to turn to my family 
members or relatives, I ventured out into the deep with nowhere 
to go, only a prayer of restoration would be my only consolation. 

A dear friend availed herself to me, allowing me to move in with 
nothing, as she and her two children struggled as well. We shared 
a comfortable, safe and secure place to live, hearty meals and 
transportation. I became a welfare recipient and fully utilized each 
opportunity presented to me to make a better life for my children. 

My friend told me about a program she was participating in 
called GAP. This program, like GAIN, provided childcare assist-
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ance, bus fare, money for books and school supplies, just to name 
a few. 

With only a high school education and some college, I knew that 
this would be an excellent opportunity to sharpen my job skills and 
choose a professional career path that would lead to economic inde-
pendence. 

Shortly after enrolling in the GAP program, the Northridge 
earthquake rocked Los Angeles. Due to the extreme damage of the 
building that I lived in, I was able to receive an emergency Section 
8 voucher, which initially was supposed to only last 18 months, but 
thank God for the funding, it was able to be granted longer. 

I finally was on the road to self-sufficiency. With the housing as-
sistance payment program I began to have extra money to save and 
do extracurricular activities with my children that was almost im-
possible to do prior. 

And also with the Section 8 voucher program I was able to se-
cure a two-bedroom, two-bath apartment unit, with a pool, jacuzzi, 
1200 square feet, which I would not have been able to afford other-
wise. 

I was informed about a new program that the housing authority 
was offering to clients who wanted to set further goals for them-
selves and graduate from all public assistance programs to become 
totally self-sufficient and homeowners, first-time homeowners. This 
program was called the Family Self-Sufficiency Program. 

After mastering many office skills through vocational training I 
was able to secure better job positions and higher pay. By leaps 
and bounds I transcended from extremely low-income to well above 
the average low-income household within. 

Within one year of participating in this program I surpassed the 
income limit to participate and financially succeeded in stabilizing 
my family’s future. 

I began to set aside money to purchase our first home. I received 
a check from the account that had been set aside for me while in 
the Family Self-Sufficiency Program. This was derived from the 
gradual increases in personal earnings that I received from my em-
ployment. 

To date, I am in the process of purchasing a new home. And I 
owe a great deal of thanks and appreciation to the Housing Author-
ity of the City of Los Angeles Section 8 program and the Family 
Self-Sufficiency Program for providing the resources and informa-
tion, savings account and self-empowerment to rise above the ele-
ments that keep so many people in economic bondage. 

My accomplishments since 1994: I received a certificate in med-
ical assisting, a certificate in nurse assisting. I completed the GAP 
program. I’ve also successfully completed job trainings in medical 
front office, patient relations, and sales. 

I’ve secured enrollment for my sons to attend college preparatory 
schools. I am currently an eligibility interviewer for the Housing 
Authority of the City of Los Angeles. 

And I’m also enrolled in the PACE program at West Los Angeles 
College. 

Chairman NEY. What do you do in your spare time? 
Ms. THOMPSON. I thank God every day for where he’s brought me 

from, and I’m happy and content with who I’ve become. And I plan 
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to continue to help others who wish to step outside of the param-
eters of substandard living to well above average living. 

Thank you for affording me this great opportunity to share my 
testimony thank you housing authority of the City of Los Angeles. 

Chairman NEY. Thank you for your testimony. 
[The prepared statement of Leona Thompson can be found on 

page 546 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. Mr. Martin. 

STATEMENT OF BEVERLY MARTIN, OWNER/LANDLORD 
HOUSING UNITS, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 

Mr. MARTIN. Who wants to follow these two young ladies? Any-
one out here? 

During the last three years, my wife and I became owner/land-
lords in the Los Angeles area. This experience is relatively new to 
me, to us, after retiring from the Los Angeles Unified School Dis-
trict as a former school principal for 10 years, and as assistant su-
perintendent my final seven years. 

This self-chosen investment as an owner/landlord has been both 
invigorating and gratifying. 

In a brief period I have owned a triplex, a 7-unit building, and 
a 29-unit building. All of these buildings are located in the South 
Los Angeles area, with the major concentration of my time being 
devoted to the 29 unit complex. 

Of the 29 units, 24 of the units are occupied by Section 8 voucher 
tenants. I appear before you today as a strong advocate and 
staunch supporter of the current structure and operation of the 
present Section 8 voucher program. 

It is my understanding that legislation, via block grants to 
States, is being considered as an avenue for dissemination of funds 
for housing. I view this as a deterrent and another unnecessary 
layer of bureaucracy. 

The concept would indeed bring a negative impact and could 
prove to be an impediment in providing assistance to those in 
greatest need of affordable housing. 

As a resident of the State of California for 41 years, the State’s 
financial and budget crisis has peaked in this state. This is a most 
inappropriate time to consider shifting these major housing respon-
sibilities to the State of California. It would be devastating and 
would compound the present financial situation in California. 
Above all, the recipients, those to whom this service is intended, 
would suffer. 

The current local administration of the Section 8 voucher pro-
gram, though not flawless, is functioning extremely well in this city 
and the cliche of ‘‘If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it’’ is an appropriate 
statement at this time. 

Last week as I read an article in a journal, a thought remained 
with me. In conclusion, allow me to share that thought with you, 
and I quote: 

‘‘Serious attention must be given to the awesome task, the awe-
some task of helping those who live below the poverty level, if we, 
as Americans, expect to maintain our image as a democracy.’’. 

This thought has great merit. I’m available to respond to ques-
tions and to convey my personal views and opinions regarding the 
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current local administration of the Section 8 voucher program in 
the Los Angeles area. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NEY. Thank you, Mr. Martin. 
[The prepared statement of Beverly Martin can be found on page 

504 in the appendix.] 

STATEMENT OF LARRY GROSS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, COALI-
TION FOR ECONOMIC SURVIVAL, LOS ANGELES, CALI-
FORNIA 

Mr. GROSS. Chairman Ney and Congressmember Waters, thank 
you for the opportunity to offer testimony today. 

I’m Larry Gross, Executive Director of the Coalition for Economic 
Survival. CES is a 30-year-old tenants’ rights organization assist-
ing tenants, including project-based Section 8 and housing choice 
voucher renters throughout the Southern California area. Many are 
here today. 

CES also overseas a HUD Outreach and Training Grant to assist 
to tenants living in expiring Section 8 housing and buildings sub-
ject to HUD Mark-to-Market program. 

I’m here today to express strong opposition to the Section 8 block 
granting proposal because we believe it will have a disastrous im-
pact on the ability to provide affordable housing to low-income sen-
iors and families. 

Section 8 is a cornerstone of the Federal affordable housing pro-
gram, providing vouchers to nearly 2 million households. 

As with most government programs, there is room for improve-
ment, but the voucher program is highly effective in providing 
needed housing assistance. One of its main problems is inadequate 
funding, which results in tenants waiting years to receive vouchers. 
And then once finally obtaining them, face losing them, unable to 
find landlords willing to accept the voucher within the time period 
allowed. 

The Greater Los Angeles Area is facing one of the nation’s most 
severe affordable housing crises. We can ill afford to take action 
which will further increase this crisis. 

The block grant proposal will likely result in fewer Section 8 
vouchers, when many more are needed. Block granting would 
eliminate the current structure where Congress adjusts funding 
each year to ensure covering all vouchers being used. 

With block granting, Congress may decide on funding that has 
no correlation to voucher use, and on not providing adjustments for 
increases in rent. This approach would lead to the funding erosion 
of vouchers over time. 

Vouchers allow poor people to achieve a degree of less poverty 
and the ability to live in less segregated communities. Block grant-
ing would do the opposite. States could reduce the value of the 
voucher, that would make it more difficult to use the vouchers to 
move into neighborhoods with more opportunities, jobs, better 
schools and less crime. 

States could direct vouchers to specific developments and limit 
voucher use to certain neighborhoods. Thus, we can likely see the 
creation of voucher ghettos and barrios. 
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States could also increase tenants’ rental payments. Households 
could end up paying far more than 30 percent of their income for 
rent, a 30-year Federal affordable housing standard. 

We are greatly concerned about the impact on tenants living in 
housing where a mortgage pre-payment or project-based Section 8 
opt-out has occurred. 

Los Angeles has the largest stock of privately-owned HUD sub-
sided housing. There’s nearly 25,000 units at risk due to pre-pay-
ments and opt-outs. Latest figures indicated that we’ve already lost 
8600 units in the county and over 3500 units in the city. This is 
one of the highest rates of pre-payments and opt-outs in the nation. 

Currently, tenants in pre-payment and opt-out complexes for the 
most part are provided enhanced vouchers, which protect tenants 
from rent increases and displacement. Enhanced voucher tenants 
have the right to remain in their units as long as it’s funded; and 
owners are mandated to accept the enhanced vouchers. 

Block granting threatens these protections because States 
wouldn’t be required to issue new enhanced vouchers. A state 
might decide only to provide regular vouchers. And this could re-
sult in tenants having to pay higher rents, thus, forced to move, 
and owners would be under no obligation to accept the vouchers, 
resulting in tenant displacement. 

The City of Los Angeles has undertaken new initiatives to do its 
part to address affordable housing needs, such as creating a $100 
million Housing Trust Fund and adopting a preservation program 
to address pre-payments and opt-outs. 

These significant local actions assume a certain level of support 
and commitment of funding on the Federal level. Block granting 
would likely undermine LA’s affordable housing efforts. Locally, af-
fordable housing advocates have developed an effective working re-
lationship with the Section 8 division of the city’s housing author-
ity. 

Together we’ve been able to identify problems, develop effective 
approaches to deal with those problems, and implement programs 
to benefit tenants. 

This relationship would be placed at risk to block granting, 
which limits administrative costs to 10 percent of the State’s total 
funding, yet adding administrative responsibility. 

In conclusion, we strongly urge that the Section 8 block grant 
proposal be firmly rejected. It would only bring increased hardship 
to our nation’s low-income households, who are in dire need of se-
curing affordable housing. 

Thank you again for giving me this opportunity to provide you 
with the views of the Coalition for Economic Survival. 

Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Larry Gross can be found on page 

482 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. Mr. Jackson. 

STATEMENT OF JOHN JACKSON, HEAD ORGANIZER, LOS 
ANGELES ACORN 

Mr. JOHN JACKSON. Good morning. My name is John Jackson. 
I’m the head organizer for Los Angeles ACORN; and we’d like to 
thank subcommittee Chairman Bob Ney for holding these field 
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hearings, and also to just salute Maxine Waters—Congressman 
Maxine Waters who has been there on the 1,001 issues that we 
hold near and dear to our hearts. 

ACORN is the Association of Community Organization for Re-
form Now is the nation’s largest organization of low- and moderate-
income families in the country, with over 150,000 member families, 
as well as 700 neighborhood chapters, in a 51 cities across the 
country. 

Since 1970, ACORN has taken action and won and worked on 
issues of concern to our members. Our priorities include: Better 
housing for first-time home buyers, improved quality of life issues 
in the low-income communities, living wage jobs, investments—I 
mean more investment from banks, as well as government, and 
better public schools. 

Of course, if you look at saying ‘‘Say yes to children,’’ we really 
firmly believe in a child’s right to live, grow, and grow up healthy 
in low-income communities. And that means affordable childcare, 
as well as affordable housing. 

We achieve these goals by building community organizations that 
have the power to implement changes through direct action, nego-
tiation, legislation, voter participation. 

Los Angeles—our Los Angeles chapter consists of 20 organizers 
of 550—5500 members. I don’t do this. So let me just say, I don’t 
really do public speaking. 

Chairman NEY. You’re doing all right. 
Mr. JOHN JACKSON. But our office is really located walking dis-

tance from here, 3655 South Grand. 
We have a 1-800 number, where folks call every day for 1,001 

different reasons, some of which are around Section 8, some of 
which are around welfare, some of which are around childcare, just 
a lot of things that impact low-income community folks. And we 
just find ourselves being in a position to become problem solvers, 
rather than problem creators. 

I’m here today to express ACORN’s opposition to restructuring 
the Section 8 voucher program and the State block grant. 

A lot of what I’m saying probably has already been said. So I 
probably would just like to set the testimony aside and speak from 
my heart a little bit here. 

We experience every day here in Los Angeles people that are 
going through trials and tribulations with the Section 8 program. 
But more importantly, I think that it’s building a dialogue. I’m 
jumping to the second part of it, and we’ll submit this for public 
record. 

But we actually have been innovative in trying to create a dia-
logue between the landlords and tenants. It’s the notion of a com-
mon ground, a common space where folks can get a sense of who 
this man is to my right. And I don’t know his name, but, you know, 
we have to tip our hat to people that are willing to take a chance 
and take a stand on renting to low-income folks, and see there is 
some value in doing so because it improves the quality of life in 
communities that are struggling under the yoke of gang violence 
and substandard schools in this country. 

We have to salute them; we have to embrace them. And we have 
to do our part in educating our folks as to what their responsibil-
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ities are and engage with them with some dignity and respect and 
try to solve those problems rather than cast the burden upon the 
landlord. Because it isn’t always the landlord. And we can’t cast 
the blame or the burden on the tenant, because it isn’t always the 
tenant. Or it’s just sometimes just not enough information. And a 
streamlining of the process that landlords in increasing number 
can be comfortable in going into a program that can assist people 
in improving the life in these communities. 

But we oppose the block grant system because we think welfare 
reform was a failure. We believe the sending of block rent down to 
the State of California, then down to Los Angeles, it just leads to 
less services rather than more services. And by the time it gets 
down to the people that it’s intended for, they probably will not 
be—obviously it won’t be enough of those services to go around. It’s 
not enough right now. 

But when you look at the crisis that the State of California is in 
right now, we love California, but we can’t trust that these services 
to get down to the people that they deserve to go to with the $38 
billion budget deficit. 

We just believe somehow some that of money just will go to unin-
tended places and just representing the poor folks’ organization, we 
would just be shocked and appalled that we can’t afford to have 
any less than what the people are deserving of today. 

We appreciate you being here. This is an amazing thing to see 
a Republican here in a Democratic district to try to problem solve. 
We salute you. We salute—we salute you. We salute you for want-
ing to build bridges rather than walls and trying to problem solve 
rather than problem create. 

Thank you. 
Chairman NEY. I appreciate that. I also want to note for the 

record, I’m not sure of the accuracy, but I think my old district is 
16 percent Republican. You may have more Republicans than I do. 
So I’m pretty comfortable. 

Thank you. I appreciate your comment. 
Mr. JOHN JACKSON. We welcome you, and we appreciate you 

being here. 
Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of John Jackson can be found on page 

500 in the appendix.] 

STATEMENT OF JEFF FARBER, CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER, 
LA FAMILY HOUSING CORPORATION 

Mr. FARBER. Good morning, Chairman Ney, ranking member 
Waters, and staff of the subcommittee. 

I thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I’m Jeff Farber, 
Chief Operating Officer for LA Family Housing. Founded in 1983, 
our organization is the leading nonprofit housing development cor-
poration that provides housing and supportive services to over 
14,000 homeless and low-income families and individuals in Los 
Angeles. 

We provide a range of services from emergency shelter, transi-
tional housing, permanent affordable housing, and home ownership 
opportunities. 
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We oppose the proposal to convert the Section 8 Housing Voucher 
Program into a block grant to the States. We consider Section 8 
vouchers to be an essential component of the solutions to affordable 
housing crisis in Los Angeles and across the nation, production and 
preservation and income subsidies. 

We operate—our organization participates in a variety of part-
nerships with the housing authorities of the City and County of 
Los Angeles. Local leadership of the housing authorities has led to 
the creation of many innovative programs promoting affordable 
housing opportunities to those in need, including the nationally rec-
ognized Homeless Section 8 Program. 

Through our partnership with both housing authorities, we are 
able to place 100 to 150 homeless individuals and families in safe, 
decent and affordable housing annually. In this model, we refer 
Section 8 eligible households to the respective housing authority 
and provide them with the support services they need to gain ten-
ant skills and maintain housing. 

Through this program we have assisted over 900 households se-
cure and maintain affordable housing in the last 10 years. Many 
of these households have participated in Family Self-Sufficiency 
Programs and have gone on to become homeowners. 

The Housing Assistance for Needy Families Act attempts to ad-
dress the administration of the current voucher program. However, 
its approach is heavy-handed and fails to recognize the improve-
ments made nationally to the program over the last several years. 

Nationwide utilization of the program has increased. And as you 
heard this morning, many of our housing authorities are leasing up 
at 100 percent or over. 

Additionally, switching from one set of administrative rules 
known and used by all jurisdictions to a separate set of rules used 
by each state creates incredible complications and difficulties. 

Block granting of the program adds an additional layer of bu-
reaucracy. And as John so well stated, when you have a problem 
in a State, and you add in another funding source to it, you don’t 
know how that bureaucracy will handle that funding source. 

Finally, relying on local codes to determine housing quality cre-
ates the potential for rules to vary from locality to locality. 

HANF fails to guarantee that the funding of the Housing Vouch-
er Program will keep pace with housings costs. Los Angeles is in 
an affordable housing crisis. Almost 75 percent of families with an-
nual incomes of $26,000 or less, which is 120,000 families, spend 
more than half of their income on rent. 

In the City of Los Angeles a two-bedroom apartment rents for 
anywhere from 1,100 to $1,300 per month. Using the HUD guide-
line, that a family should not spend more than 30 percent of their 
income on housing costs, a household needs to earn over $21 an 
hour or $44,000 per year just to afford a two-bedroom apartment. 

Section 8 is a life line for many of our city’s working poor: Jani-
tors, fast food workers, nurses aids, security officers, cashiers, who 
otherwise would find themselves homeless and be knocking on the 
doors of my agency for assistance if that Section 8 voucher was not 
available to them. 

HANF places these hard-working families at great risk. States—
based on the system set up under HANF, States would either have 
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to contribute their own funds or scale back their programs in the 
following manner: Reducing the number of families that receive 
housing vouchers, shifting rent burdens to families participating in 
the program, limiting opportunities to use vouchers to escape high-
poverty areas, and shifting housing assistance from poor families 
to moderate-income families. 

Each of these changes would damage the program and move it 
from its mission of using a market-based approach that allows 
voucher participants to move to apartments in areas of their choice. 

Congress can improve the administration and utilization of hous-
ing vouchers in a manner that is not detrimental to the well-being 
of families and does not disrupt the process of the existing pro-
gram. 

HUD already has the authority to reallocate unused vouchers 
from one administering agency to another. To add strength to this 
policy, Congress should consider making reallocation provisions 
that automatically move vouchers from communities that cannot 
use them to those that can in the same region. 

Congress should look at reforms that incentivize owners. A cou-
ple of examples are more flexibility regarding inspections and an 
electronic payment system for the monthly payments that go to 
owners. 

Congress should also provide funds to assist housing voucher 
holders find and access available housing in their area. Our local 
housing authorities have been masters at this and have worked 
with a wide network of nonprofits to guarantee that households are 
able to find and maintain affordable housing using the voucher pro-
gram. 

Thank you for your opportunity to testify. 
Chairman NEY. Thank you, Mr. Farber. 
[The prepared statement of Jeff Farber can be found on page 474 

in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. Ms. Schwartz. 

STATEMENT OF RUTH SCHWARTZ, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
SHELTER PARTNERSHIP 

Ms. SCHWARTZ. Good afternoon. It’s now noon. Chairman Ney 
and Ranking Member Waters, who is a long-standing affordable 
housing advocate. And I just have to say thank you so much for 
all that you do. 

I also wanted to acknowledge that Mayor Hahn’s housing deputy 
is here today, Sara Dusseault. I think the Mayor has on record 
support also of the position taken——

Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
Ms. SCHWARTZ.——by most of the folks. 
Chairman NEY. Sorry to interrupt. If I could, just for the record, 

we have a letter for the record, which Congresswoman Waters may 
want to make a comment on, to be submitted without objection. 

Ms. WATERS. Well, I’d like to move that this letter be inserted 
into the record. And it starts out in no uncertain way expressing 
its opposition to H.R. 1841. 

The Mayor is to be commended, not only for understanding the 
housing needs of the city, but for having put together the 
$100,000,000 program for housing assistance in this city. It’s ex-
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traordinary. He is a leader in the nation on this. And we are very, 
very pleased that he is providing this kind of leadership. 

Chairman NEY. Without objection, it’s part of the record. 
We stopped the clock so it didn’t come off your time. 
Ms. SCHWARTZ. My name is Ruth Schwartz, and I’m the Execu-

tive Director of Shelter Partnership. 
We were established in 1985. And what we do is fairly unique. 

We provide technical assistance and resource development for 
agencies developing housing for homeless people in all of Los Ange-
les County. 

As you know, Los Angeles County has a huge problem with aim-
lessness. It’s estimated as many as 80,000 people are homeless 
nightly in the county. And I’m talking about people living in shel-
ters, on the street, abandoned buildings and the like, about half of 
whom are located in the City of Los Angeles. 

Based on my 18 years experience—and I know I look much 
younger than to have 18 years experience at anything, but based 
on that I think without doubt the most successful program that has 
been developed for homeless families and individuals in Los Ange-
les County has been the Section 8 homeless assistance programs 
and the programs that have resulted since then. 

Without doubt, I mean you can provide all the services you want 
in the world to homeless people, but if you don’t have housing, you 
don’t have a program. And you don’t have an exit from aimless-
ness. And that’s documented from all the national studies as well. 
The most important intervention in the life of a homeless person 
is stable, affordable, and in some cases, supported housing. 

And I just want to congratulate the City of Los Angeles and the 
County of Los Angeles for being incredible leaders in this area. 
Since 1991, we’ve had a homeless assistance program, way before 
New York or anywhere else. So we’ve done it well. We’ve got over 
12,000 people who were previously homeless, are now receiving 
Section 8 assistance, and that’s families who are poor, including 
families that have experienced domestic violence and other inci-
dents, people with mental illness, chronic mental illness who have 
lived on the street, as well as people living with HIV/AIDS thou-
sands and thousands of people who were previously homeless. And 
there’s a very high incidence of aimlessness of people with HIV/
AIDS. 

These are very successful partnerships, and they include strong 
collaborations of community-based organizations, from groups like 
Watts Labor Community Action Committee, Minority Aids Project 
in the Congresswoman’s district, to traditional—more traditional 
mental health agencies and family agencies, like LA Family Hous-
ing throughout the City and County of Los Angeles. 

They’ve also been a great partnership, and I think this is why 
it’s so important that things remain local. I mean local is what’s 
relevant. We’ve been able to strategize and combine other kinds of 
Federal funds. So it’s not all on the Section 8 side. Things like the 
FEMA funds, other HUD funds like the HOPA grant funds, as well 
as State Department of Mental Health dollars. We’ve got a great 
program for chronically mentally ill people from the State legisla-
ture. 
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We are combining those funds with Section 8 funds and really 
getting people who are really what we consider the most tragic vic-
tims of aimlessness into housing. And the support services are paid 
for through the State Department of Mental Health. So we’ve got 
some wonderful partnerships and partnerships that I think we can 
all be very proud of in Los Angeles. 

I’d also like to just mention something that hasn’t been men-
tioned before, and that’s having to do with project basing. And this 
is an area that maybe the oversight committee can help us solve. 

In the 2001 Federal Appropriations Act, it was agreed that hous-
ing authorities could again increase the number of project-based 
units that would be allowable and give more local discretion in 
that. However, HUD has never issued final rules. All they did, 
after a long time, was submit those rules to OMB, only to recently 
withdraw those rules. 

So we have—so places like Los Angeles, where unfortunately we 
do have high concentrations of poverty, a lot because of families 
coming into the community from other countries, we can’t really ef-
fectively use those project-based certificates with nonprofit develop-
ments. And we need those new rules to be released by HUD and 
find out why they haven’t been. 

Just in conclusion, as you’ve heard the State through the 
$1,000,000,000 state Housing Trust Fund the city through the 
$100,000,000 Trust Fund and also the County of Los Angeles 
through their special initiative through industry funds is really 
doing—is recognizing the importance of housing and being able to 
combine that with the Section 8 program on a local administrative 
level would be lost if we were to not continue the program as it is. 

Thank you. 
Chairman NEY. Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Ruth Schwartz can be found on page 

507 in the appendix.] 
Chairman NEY. I just wanted to note, we will follow up on the 

rules. In the expansiveness of government and all the agencies you 
have—and that’s why I’m glad you’ve raised it here today—we lose 
track of what went where and when where it’s at. And you raised 
a very good issue: Where are those rules? What’s happening? We 
will continue to follow up on that. 

Ms. SCHWARTZ. Okay. Thank you. I’ll get you some more informa-
tion, too. 

Chairman NEY. And I would note you might have gotten some-
body in trouble today because whoever you were working with 18 
years ago violated child labor laws. 

Ms. SCHWARTZ. Yeah that’s probably true. 
Chairman NEY. You should warn them. 
Ms. SCHWARTZ. Yeah, I think it’s true. I think it’s true. 
Chairman NEY. Having said that, I have one quick question. And 

this is: Sometimes we’ve had them; sometimes we haven’t had set 
asides. For example, set aside Section 8 for person specifically and/
or families with aimlessness or HIV. 

What do you think about—and again, sometimes we’ve have and 
I understand sometimes we haven’t. What do you think about set 
asides and how that impacts this issue? 
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Ms. SCHWARTZ. I’m really supportive of set asides for the people 
that are the most extremely poor and needy, especially those people 
who have no home to call home. 

I think that the program, as it started in Los Angeles, was be-
cause HUD wanted to demonstrate how—that the needy—the most 
needy could be served. 

Those set asides aren’t part of the priorities today, but yet there’s 
is a commitment locally to continue that and still serve and other 
households. And personally I think that’s a good thing. 

Chairman NEY. Mr. Gross, I had a question. It goes to the 30 
percent of tenant income or the 40 percent. And I wondered if you 
had an opinion on that. And also, you know, the unique cir-
cumstance where tenants sometimes are now paying 70 percent, 
which is obviously a large strain on them. 

Any thoughts on going above the 30 or 40? 
Mr. GROSS. Well, as was pointed out in Los Angeles, most renters 

are in, or a good percentage of renters, who are not on Section 8, 
are already paying way over 50 percent of their income. 

When that happens of course their options, they cut back on food, 
on clothing, on the ability to take care of their children and 
healthcare. And so we would oppose that. I think that’s the one 
good thing about Section 8 right now. That it is that percentage of 
income to rent. 

Under this block renting proposal, we can see that figure rise, 
you know, much higher. Out of people’s reach of being able to af-
ford housing, even with a voucher. 

Chairman NEY. Thank you. And my last question, Mr. Jackson: 
You mentioned about building a dialogue with the landlords and 
tenants. And would you describe a few of the challenges you have 
in building that dialogue, and, you know, does the current system 
help with that, or are there ways that we can help the current sys-
tem to do more with dialogue? Because that’s important, I think, 
communication and dialogue. 

Mr. JOHN JACKSON. We did do some internal trainings—we do 
some internal trainings called the Common Ground Forum, which 
we try to examine, explore one of the things that are we allowing 
to keep us apart, and then we try to explore those things that are 
bigger than those things that are keeping us apart which we have 
in common, which is usually the quality of life in the community, 
because if you are a landlord in a particular community, and it’s 
starting to deteriorate, there needs to be a dialogue about how to 
fix that. And we just need to figure out a way to separate percep-
tion from reality. 

Could you guys assist in that? Of course. There should be some 
way that landlords as well as tenants—I think that there is percep-
tions, and those perceptions become reality because of the lack of 
dialogue, not because of dialogue. 

And at every turn of the road there needs to be more input for 
those programs by the people it’s intended to serve. 

John, Maxine Waters’ staffperson, had a challenge of getting me 
to sit here and speak on behalf of this organization because I just 
feel more comfortable helping to prepare somebody that actually 
could say and articulate what their trials and tribulations were. 
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God bless these sisters that are successful, and we tip our hat 
to them. But there is also another side of that that welfare reform 
hasn’t been the ideal, dream forum. And how is that challenge get-
ting to housing and how it interacts with housing needs to be a 
part of that equation as well. 

So could you guys help and what specific ways that you could 
help? I don’t know what the specific ways that you can help, but 
I’m sure talented staff people out of these talented Congressional 
offices certainly could be a part of that equation. And we’d love to 
work with them to do that. 

Chairman NEY. They should contract with you to get some pay 
raises for the advocates that you have. 

In all seriousness, one other question I have of you is: Let’s say, 
hypothetically, we do a block renting, and we have iron clad protec-
tion for Section 8 voucher recipients. Could you still trust, not the 
State of California, but would you be comfortable to trust a State 
that they will carry out protections for voucher recipients? 

VOICE. No. 
Chairman NEY. Let’s hear from Mr. Jackson first. 
Mr. JOHN JACKSON. It’s such an uneven process. California is so 

vast that from county to county to county, there would not be uni-
formity. And quite frankly, Section 8 is a Federal program, and the 
Federal government has the obligation to see to the equity that’s 
placed into it, not necessarily the States or the counties or the cit-
ies. And they’re not going to own that obligation as well as we 
would trust that the Federal government would. 

Chairman NEY. One thing, and I’m concluding my questions and 
we’ll move on to my colleague, but I did want to note one thing. 
If we did do this, we had block granting, I don’t know how you 
write in certain protections. The thing I wanted to mention and I 
have a great state, the State of Ohio, and a lot of great people. 
However, in the budget process, because they were up against a 
wall like California, Head Start monies, we all know the basic 101 
beginning law, if you’re in office, you do not supplant Federal dol-
lars with Federal dollars. That is course No. 101. 

In the State of Ohio, during the budget process they took our 
Head Start monies, went in, took $300,000,000 of HANF monies 
and applied the 300 million to the Head Start monies. Now, they 
appropriated it. When I was raised it was called theft; but they ap-
propriated the money. 

Now, clearly, I made this objection known to everybody that did 
it, you know, clearly you don’t supplant Federal with Federal. They 
did it. But in this whole process the one overriding question I’ve 
always had is: How do you write something so iron clad that it 
can’t be done? Because it’s a pretty iron clad thing, Federal to Fed-
eral. I’m asking the overriding—and I’m speaking as a former state 
legislator, and I’m looking at that side of it now as a Federal mem-
ber. 

Mr. JOHN JACKSON. The punishment should be equal to the 
crime. I mean if people are dying as a result of the theft and thiev-
ery and thuggery, then the punishment—because they certainly 
right now in California they have a three strikes you’re out law. 
You can be punished for a misdemeanor and wind up in prison for 
the rest of your life. If in fact the State of California, or any state 
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for that matter, has the gall to take to money that’s been allocated 
for poor folks and utilize it for what would not be considered the 
greater good, in their mind they may attempt to justify it that way, 
but when you look at it as in—through the eyes of the people that 
those funds were intended for in the first place, it’s a whole totally 
different answer. 

So I would say let the punishment fit the crime and make, you 
know, the crime more severe as the devastation and how it affects 
people’s lives. 

Chairman NEY. Congresswoman Waters. 
Ms. WATERS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I can’t tell you how proud I am of both of our panels that have 

appeared here today. I am so proud not only of the panelists, but 
their ability to articulate the partnerships and the working rela-
tionships here in this area that help to make Section 8 a workable, 
viable program. 

And I think in all that you’ve heard, we certainly will go back 
to the Congress of the United States looking at this legislation and 
understanding even better why there is so much opposition to the 
legislation and why we are all together. There is such a consensus 
of opposition here in California and in the Los Angeles area. 

Let me just say to Ms. Peters and Ms. Thompson, you heard the 
people in this room just start to applaud you. And I think you can 
see from our reactions up here how absolutely proud we are of you. 

You have literally taken tools that have been offered to you, and 
you’ve used them in ways that we want so many people to be able 
to do. Not only are we proud of you and the work that you’re doing 
and the opportunity that’s been afforded to you to help others, but, 
you know, I’m going to follow up, and we’re going to not only keep 
up with you. We want you to come and tell your stories to some 
of the other men and women in some of the places where the mes-
sage has not gotten to. 

So we are just going delighted to have you here today with sto-
ries of success and positive actions that led to a whole new lifestyle 
for you. 

We are very proud of you, Bev Martin, I guess I’ve been knowing 
for 100 percent. I’m 100 and he is 101. And I didn’t realize that 
he had retired, and that he was now an apartment owner providing 
rental services to people who need them so desperately. 

Thank you, Bev for, your new career, and again, I would like to 
use this legislation as an opportunity to look at other ways by 
which we can strengthen the program. 

Certainly number one is I want more money. I’m a tax and spend 
liberal. I want more money, more services for people. I just think 
that, you know, this nation could invest more. 

And I raised some questions earlier today about mom and pop or 
smaller landlords and capital costs and all of that, and I will cer-
tainly follow up looking at that. But again, to have a 20—a unit—
a building with 29 units, and I think you said 24 of them occupied 
with Section 8, it sends a real message out there to other apart-
ment owners that this can be done, this can work. And thank you 
very much for that. 

Larry Gross, you guys have been on the cutting edge of orga-
nizing for a long time now. And I really do appreciate that because 
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we have so many people who need you, who need advocates who 
cannot only be in the streets, but in Washington and in places like 
this, speaking on behalf of people and helping them to be able to 
negotiate their environment and all that goes on in these com-
plicated processes. You have a long and rich history, and just you 
continue to be there. 

Mr. GROSS. Thank you very much. 
Ms. WATERS. Now, John talks about not wanting to be in these 

kinds of arenas testifying. Now, John, we know, you’re an organizer 
extraordinaire, but sometimes the organizer has to come from the 
streets and get into a room like this and help to merge the work 
of organizing with the work of this kind of legislative advocacy, and 
you do it well. 

You do it absolutely well. When you talk about speaking from the 
heart, that’s what we need more of. We need more people who are 
willing to throw aside the paper and just talk. 

I appreciate the work that you do every day and also the work 
that you all do in, particularly ACORN on predatory lending that 
has been one of the hallmarks of your work here in the city. You’ve 
been at the city level, the State level and the Federal level. 

We are going to try and try desperately to do a bipartisan effort 
on that new predatory lending bill. And we are going to look to you 
to help us work and negotiate that. 

Mr. Farber and Ms. Schwartz, I thank you both for being here. 
Again, we have the thousands of renters and homeless folks who 
are out there not knowing or understanding which way to go. And 
if it were not for you guys, we would not have the kind of accom-
plishments that you’ve been able to describe here today. 

It is my greatest wish that we can keep evolving with this work 
so that we would not only be able to sing the praises of what has 
been accomplished so far with our government, but that we can 
move it to another level. 

I dream of the day when I can go into Downtown Los Angeles 
and not step over bodies on the street. I dream of the day where 
we won’t have a Patch Park of the homeless who convene there 
every day. Many of those people are from my district. 

When I go through Downtown Los Angeles, I begin to hear the 
calls ‘‘Hey, Maxine. Hey, Ms. Waters.’’ These are folks who, you 
know, came from different places, but many of them from so-called 
South Los Angeles, who have ended up down in Downtown Los An-
geles. 

And I thank you for all that we have done to get a portion of 
them off the streets, those people, and into Section 8 assistance so 
that they are now into units where the quality of life has changed 
for them. 

To the landlords, let me just say I dream of a day when we’ll 
have some assistance where landlords can take the folks living in 
their units and provide services above and beyond what landlords 
do. 

For example, I just believe that you have a building of 24 Section 
8 folks, that the same kind of opportunities that have been ex-
tended through the housing authorities for those who were lucky 
enough to get connected, they could be unveiled and unfolded 
where ongoing meetings are going on in the apartment building, 
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and people are being educated about the programs and the possi-
bilities and get them up and out and doing things and changing 
their lives. 

Let me just say—and I’m kind of full with all of this now—that 
your testimony has been extremely important and meaningful here 
today. And really much of what you have said today should help 
restore everyone’s faith in the possibilities of this government to be 
of an assistance to the least of these. 

I oftentimes am very frustrated and sometimes angry about what 
I see in the poor people and the lack of opportunity. But you know, 
each night that I go to bed, I go to bed filled with a little bit more 
optimism that tomorrow can be better, and that we can do it bet-
ter. 

And with your being here today I know that tomorrow and the 
next day and the next day we can do even more to assist the many 
people of this nation to be able to have a decent quality of life. 

Most people simply want a decent home and roof over their 
heads. They want to be able to feed their families. They want 
transportation to get back and forth to their jobs and to be able to 
take care of their business. 

They want their children—Ms. Peters said ‘‘My children at 
UCLA.’’ We all—everybody would like to have the opportunity to 
support their children to be able to be educated. 

So I believe in—I believe in this country, but I believe more in 
each of us. This country will only be what we make it. I did not 
intend to be on the soap box today, but I could not help it. I’m just 
inspired by your presence. 

Thank you very much. 
Chairman NEY. Well, I’m glad you got on that soap box. It helps 

me listen to a few things. 
I just want to thank you for some great testimony, compelling 

advocacy you do, the personal stories you have shared with us. 
And like the movie ‘‘Take It Forward’’—Pay It Forward’’—I think 

it’s ‘‘Pay It Forward’’—I know you’re doing that with other people 
in this area across the country. 

This has helped me a lot to be out here. We come from different 
districts. A town of 30,000 people to me is Los Angeles. Where I 
come from that’s a huge, huge city. So we have some different con-
cerns. But again, people I represent need housing. People out here 
need housing. 

I don’t know if either Congresswoman Waters and I have ever 
been able to tell persons that need help of what they’re registered. 
We don’t care. We just help people that need help. The government 
needs to be able to step forward to do that. 

We may disagree on some things philosophically, but we agree on 
trying to make the system work. I’m thankful to be here because 
you have a whole different cost situation that is very, very difficult 
that we don’t have, but yet we have some lack of space to help indi-
viduals. 

So this personally helps me, as Chairman of the subcommittee, 
and I appreciate the hospitality of my colleague, Congresswoman 
Maxine Waters, of having us here, appreciate the staff, both sides, 
to be able to make this hearing come about. 
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And we’ve had a lot of trauma in this country over the course 
of its history. We’ve had a lot of trauma over the last couple years. 
But America will go on and continue and, hopefully, make itself 
better. And this is where America does her work. 

So I’m very pleased that we have been able to come outside the 
Capitol and bring the Capitol here and hear from the people right 
on the front firing line who live every single day with trying to help 
others. 

I’ve always said this many times. In 50 to 60 years, no one may 
know our names, any of us, but we will have rested, and our gen-
erations to follow can have comfort that everybody tried to do 
something to help other people. And down the road somebody will 
be in housing and going to college or get a good job, and it’s be-
cause of things you all are doing today. 

So I’ll give you an awful lot of credit for that. The energetic give-
and-take of public debate, this is what it’s about. We appreciate it. 

I want to thank my colleague for taking her time for two days 
straight now, after coming off a marathon session, I think we voted 
at 2:30 in the morning one day last week. 

So I want to thank Congresswoman Waters for sharing her time 
and all of you and her staff and all of you. 

And we will leave the record open for 30 days. There might be 
additional questions without objection that will conclude this hear-
ing. 

Ms. WATERS. Let me break all the rules of committee hearings 
and ask this great Los Angeles office to stand with me and this 
Chairman for the work that he is doing and his presence here. 

Okay. This is a wonderful facility that we are in, the California 
Science Center, and Monique Hudson, Government Affairs Direc-
tor, and Carl Phillips, would you give them a big round of ap-
plause. 

And for those of you who have not visited this facility and you 
have not seen the great exhibits and all the work that many of us 
put in for years in the California State Assembly, you better come 
and bring your children. 

Okay. Thank you very much. 
[Whereupon, the subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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